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Upon the recommendation of President
Eisenhower the Congress in 1954 and again
in 19556 appropriated $5 million to send our
leading orchestras, plays, performing artists,
and athletes abroad. This fund, known as
the President’'s Emergency Fund for Par-
ticipation in International Affairs, also cov-
ers trade fairs, and in both these fields the
Communist bloe is spending enormous sums
and devoting much effort—$38 million for
trade fairs alone last year.

The bipartisan interest of Congress in the
fine arts does not arise because the Com-
munist leaders charge us before the world
with being cultureless materialists. The in-
terest is broader and deeper than that, and
members of both parties are sponsors of leg-
islative proposals of great importance to the
arts and our cultural status as a nation.

THE PRESIDENT URGED CONGRESS TO ENACT ART
LEGISLATION

You will recall that the President In his
1055 message on the state of the Union told
the Congress that “in the advancement of
the varlous actlvities which will make our
civilization endure and flourish, the Federal
Government should do more to give official
recognition to the importance of the arts
and other cultural activities. I shall rec-
ommend the establishment of a Federal Ad-
visory Commission on the Arts within the
Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, to advise the Federal Government on
ways to encourage artistic and cultural
endeavor and appreciation.”

This statement has had a terrific impact
throughout our country in cultural eircles.
It is a great statement on the arts regard-
less of the fact that the President as an
amateur artist 1s about on a par with former
President Truman as a musician.

With this foreword, I would like to talk
briefly about a very ambitious project which
is underway in the Nation's Capital, one for
which I solicit the active and enthuslastle
support of every member of your council.
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SMITHSONIAN GALLERY OF ART LONG OVERDUE

This project, authorized by Public Law
128, 84th Congress, calls for the formula-
tion of plans for the comstruction in the
District of Columbia of a civie auditorium,
including an Inaugural Hall of Presidents,
and a musle, fine arts, and mass communi-
cations center. As I testified at the hear-
ings on this legislation last year, the fine
arts section of my H. R. 21, which some
15 of my colleagues from both parties joined
me in sponsoring, referred to the Smith-
sonian Gallery of Art authorized by the
Congress in 1838 to house the $10 million
National Collection of Fine Arts.

TEN MILLION DOLLAR NATIONAL COLLECTION
BADLY HOUSED

In its 1953 report to President Eisenhower
on art and Government the Commission of
Fine Arts headed by David E. Finley strongly
recommended the early establishment of this
gallery. And Dr. Carmichael, brilliant secre-
tary of the Smithsonian Institution, advises
me that this great gallery has the very high-
est priority, ranking besides the air museum
and the Museum of History and Technology.

With some help from an administration
which clearly is aware of the value of the
fine arts, and with hard-hitting support of
community-action groups such as yours, the
music and fine arts center could soon become
a reality.

COURT OF CLATMS BUILDING URGED AS
MUNICIPAL ART GALLERY

In this connection I would like to suggest
that the Court of Claims Building at 17th
Street and Pennsylvania Avenue, NW., near
the White House, Lafayette Park, the old
Btate Department Bullding, and adjacent to
the Blalr House, be used either as a tem-
porary home for the natlonal collection or
as a municipal gallery. The Court of Claims
Bullding was the original Corcoran Gallery of
Art—as the Washington Star told us re-
cently in a moving article entitled “Few Can
Spare a Tear for Venerable Landmark.”
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This old gallery, its contents, the ground,
and the endowment were valued at $1,600,000
in 1869 when Willlam W. Corcoran gave
them all to Washington. New York City got
its great civic center almost free because of
tax delinquency. The residents of the Na-
tion’s Capital have a similar unigue once-in-
a-lifetime opportunity to obtaln a great art
center—and one intimately connected with
the early life of Washington—almost with-
out cost. I hope they will have the courage
and the vision to seize this opportunity in
the same way that any other community
would.

FEDERAL CITY COUNCIL COMPARABLE TO
ALLEGHENY CONFERENCE

I would like to urge you to make the
establishment of the proposed ecivic and
cultural center a council project along with
those other important civic undertakings in
which you are engaged.

Individually, many of your distingulshed
members are already making great contribu-
tions to Washington's cultural renascence,
You now have the opportunity to support
such important cultural projects as the pro=-
posed stadium and the civic and cultural
center, and to take the same yital part in the
reawakening of Washington as the Allegheny
E‘g:;:gence iz taking in the growth of Pitts-
2 Remembering Plato’s classie dictum that

what is honored in a country is cultivated
there,” you can and you must, I think, dem-
onstrate to freemen everywhere that nowhere
else in the world are learning and the fine
arts more highly honored than in the Capital
of the free world. Let us work together,
then, to complete the task so ably begun by
our Founding Fathers.

This spring meeting, with its distinguished
representation from the leglslative, adminis-
trative, and clvic elements of our city is am-
pleprmfthatyoumrea.dytomeptthm
basic challenge. Working together we can
bring the unique heritage of the Federal city

as a center of art and learni triumphan
realization. S -

SENATE

TuEespAY, May 29, 1956

(Legislative day of Thursday, May 24,
1956)

The Senate met at 10 o’clock a. m., on
the expiration of the recess.

Rev. Holland Hale, pastor, Calvary-
Victory Methodist Churches, Fayette-
ville, N. C., offered the following prayer:

Almighty and everlasting God, who
dost govern all things in both heaven
and earth, we invoke Thy blessing upon
these who are our leaders. May we all
be duly impressed with the dignity and
necessity of the work of our Government,
We pray Thy protection upon those
whose service demands devotion. Let
Thy mercy be ever upon them. Give us
understanding of our fellow men. Give
patience to walk with unity with each
other. Bind us together with cords of
sympathy and friendliness, and give us
the vision of our common duty, making
us glad and strong in doing it. By the
memories of our Nation's glorious past,
make us alert to the call of the present,
that, inspired by the spirit of wisdom,
courage, and patience, we may respond
with signal devotion to its just claim
upon us.

In the name of our Lord and Saviour
we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. JornsoN of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the reading
of the Journal of the proceedings of
Ivijct)lgda.y. May 28, 1956, was dispensed
with.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. Jornson of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the Per-
manent Subcommittee on Investigations
of the Committee on Government Oper-
ations and the Internal Security Sub-
committee of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary were authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate today.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of executive business,
and take up nominations on the Execu-
tive Calendar under the heading “New
Reports.”

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider executive
business.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If
there be mno reports of committees, the
clerk will state the nominations on the
Exetc.;ut.ive Calendar under *New Re-
ports.” :

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN
SERVICE

‘The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Ellis O. Briggs to be Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to Brazil.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Without objection, the nomina.tio?io is
confirmed

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of J. Graham Parsons to be Ambassador
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of
the United States of America to the
Kingdom of Laos.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Without objection, the nomination is
confirmed. :

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Theodore C. Achilles to be Ambassa-
dor Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary
of the United States of America to Peru.

‘The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Without objection, the nomination is
confirmed.

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Walter C. Dowling to be Ambassador
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of
the United States of America to the Re-
public of Korea.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore,
Without objection, the nomination is
confirmed.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO
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ADMINISTRATOR OF CIVIL
AERONAUTICS

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Charles J. Lowen, Jr., to be Adminis-
trator of Civil Aeronautics.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask that that nomination go over.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
nomination will be passed over.

FEDERAL MARITIME BOARD—NOM-
INATION OF CLARENCE G. MORSE,
OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I wonder if the
distinguished Senator could give some
indication as to when the nomination of
Clarence G. Morse to the Federal Mari-
time Board may be called up. We had
some colloquy some time ago about the
nomination. I have discussed the mat-
ter with the Senator from Washington
[Mr. MacNusoN]. I understood that the
situation in which he was interested had
been clarified. I wish the Senator from
Texas would look into the matter, so we
may know when the nomination will be
considered. It has been pending on the
calendar since April 25.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The Sena-
tor from Texas asked one of the attachés
this morning about the nomination. He
was notified, although his informant
may be in error, that the Senator from
Washington [Mr. MacNusoN] had writ-
ten Mr. Morse asking certain specific
auestions, and was awaiting a reply to
them.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I understood he
had been in touch with him and had
received a reply.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I shall get
in touch with the Senator from Wash-
ington. The Senator from Texas has no
interest in holding the nomination up.
I had assumed that if the Senator from
Washington were ready, he would be
willing to have the nomination taken
up.

Mr. EKNOWLAND. I had understood
one of those interested was out of town,
but that is no longer the situation.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I shall be
glad to look into the matter and report
to the Senator.

Mr. ENOWLAND, I thank the Sen-
ator.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask that the President be notified
immediately of the nominations today
confirmed.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the President will be noti~
fied forthwith.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate resume the
consideration of legislative business.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate resumed the consideration of
legislative business.
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ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE BUSINESS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that there
may be the usual morning hour for the
presentation of petitions and memorials,
the introduction of bills, and the trans=-
action of other routine business, sub=-
ject to a 2-minute limitation on state-
ments.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore,
out objection, it is so ordered.

With-

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid
before the Senate the following letters,
which were referred as indicated:

ProPOSED CONCESS10N PERMIT, EVERGLADES
NATIONAL PARKE, FLA.

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law,
a proposed concession permit in Everglades
Natlonal Park, Fla. (with an accompany-
ing paper); to the Commitiee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

DisrosITION OF EXECUTIVE PAPERS

A letter from the Archivist of the United
States, transmitting, pursuant to law, a list
of papers and documents on the files of
several departments and agencies of the Gov=
ernment which are not needed in the con-
duct of business and have no permanent
value or historical interest; and requesting
action looking to their disposition (with
accompanying papers); to a Joint Select
Committee on the Disposition of Papers in
the Executive Departments.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore ap-
pointed Mr. Jounston of South Caro-
lina and Mr. CarLsoN members of the
committee on the part of the Senate.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, ete., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as
indicated:

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore:

A telegram, in the nature of a petition,
signed by J. H. Goding, mayor of the city of
Eetchikan, Alaska, relating to the inclusion
of Alaska in the national highway bill;
ordered to lie on the table.

By Mr. SALTONSTALL
and Mr. EENNEDY) !

Resolutions of the House of Representa-
tives of the Commonwealth of Massachu-
setts; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service:

“Resolution memorializing the Postmaster
General of the United States protesting the
discontinuance of postage stamps bearing
the portraits of John Adams and John
Quincy Adams and urging the restoration
thereof
“Whereas the Post Office Department of the

United States has discontinued the use on

United States postage stamps of the por-

traits of John Adams and his son, John

Quincy Adams, the second and sixth Presi-

dents of the United States, and distinguished

citizens of the Commonwealth of Massachu-
setts; and

“Whereas it is unthinkable that this great
Nation should banish from the face of its
stamps the man who carried the fight for
the Declaration of Independence through
the Continental Congress, nominated Wash-
ington as Commander in Chief, and ap-
pointed John Marshall Chief Justice of the
United States, and it is equally unthink-

(for himself
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able that it should banish his brilllant son,
who, beginning his diplomatic career at the
age of 17, served his country with unequaled
integrity as Secretary of State, President and
as Congressman dying at his post defending
the rights of the least of his fellow citizens
to be heard: Therefore be it

“Resolved, That the Massachusetts House
of Representatives urges the Postmaster Gen-
eral of the United States to take immediate
action to restore the portraits of John Adams
and John Quincy Adams to their appropriate
and rightful places upon the 2-cent and 6-
cent postage stamps; and be it further

“Resolved, That coples of these resolutions
be sent forthwith by the secretary of the
Commonwealth to the President of the
United States, to the Postmaster General, to
the presiding officer of each branch of Con-
gress, and to each of the Members thereof
from this Commonwealth."

THE HEIFER SLAUGHTER INCEN-
TIVE PROGRAM—RESOLUTION

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President: I
have received a resolution from the Vale
Grange of Vale, Oreg., which is entitled,
“The Heifer Slaughter Incentive Pro-
gram.” I have had leftters from many
Oregon cattlemen expressing interest in
such a program. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the resolution be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

THE HEFER SLAUGHTER INCENTIVE PROGRAM
1. OBJECTIVES

1, An orderly reduction in beef cattle
numbers and production.

2. Btabilization and possible improvement
in beef and cattle prices.

Whereas the beef cattle industry is being
endangered by Increasing supplies of beef in
spite of record per capita beef consumption;
and

Whereas diverted acres from supported
crops has become an important factor in in-
creasing the already surplus of beef on the
market; and

‘Whereas the proposed soil bank has impli-
cation of further increasing the supply of
beef; and

Whereas beef supplies are directly related
to the number of producing females; and

Whereas it is important to the livestock
industry that high quality beef be supplied
to the consuming publie; and

Whereas cattle numbers on farms in the
United States on January 1, 1956, reached
an all time peak of 97.56 million head; and

Whereas this increase in cattle numbers is
a continuation of a long term upward trend:
Therefore be it

Resolved, That Vale Grange No. 696, as-
sembled in regular session at Vale, Oreg., on
May 18, 1956, proposes that the United States
Department of Agriculture put into effect
the following program:

2. THE PLAN

1. The plan would go into operation when-
ever cattle prices average less than 80 percent
of parity based on the modern parity for-
mula. The incentive payments should be
discontinued whenever prices reach 90 per-
cent of parity. (Prices averaged 68 percent
of parlty March 15, 1956.)

2. Incentive payments should be paid on a
graduated basis with a relatively large pay-
ment for lightweight heifer calves and a
smaller payment on heavier calves; $30 per
head on 200-pound calves and graduated
down to $15 on 500-pound calves is suggested,
with no payment below 200 or over 500
pounds.
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3. Only producers who voluntarily com-
plied with the program by selling for slaugh=
ter 50 to 100 percent of their entire heifer
<alf ecrop would be eligible for the incentive
payment. This provision is intended to dis-
courage the marketing of only cull calves
just to get the incentive payment.

As prices for beef cattle are currently at
68 percent of parity {81440 per hundred-
weight) the plan would go into operation
immediately and would be discontinued
when prices reached 90 percent of parity:
($19.20 per hundredweight under present
farm cost conditions.)

A 200-pound calf at market price of 817
per hundred would recelve an additional $15
per hundred for a total price of $64 per head
to the producer, which would be 88.2 percent
increase over market price. A 500-pound
calf would bring 17.6 percent increase over
market price.

ALLaN F. WESTCOTT,

FANNEO YRAGUEN,

J. B. Woobcock,
Resolution Commitiee.

SIZE AND WEIGHT OF PARCEL POST
MATL, MATTER—RESOLUTION

Mrs, SMITH of Maine, Mr, President,
I ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp a resolution adopted by
350 members of the Songo Shoe Manu-
facturing Corp., of Portland, Maine,
favoring the enactment of the bill (S.
3635) to readjust size and weight limi-
tations on fourth-class—parcel post—
mail.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

ResoLuTioN IN SurPPorT OF 8. 3635

Whereas the existence of an efficient, eco-
nomical parcel post system is essential to the
pattern of life of our citizens and businesses
in both rural and urban areas; and

Whereas the present discriminatory parcel
post size and welght limitations seriously
disrupt the service once enjoyed by all at
great and unnecessary cost and inconven-
ience; and

Whereas there is no nationwide substitute
for parcel post that can and will serve all
citizens regardless of address; and

Whereas the present size and weight limi-
tations have been both a financial and an
administrative burden to the Post Office De-
partment: Be it hereby

Resolved, That the Songo Shoe Manufac-
turing Corp., comprised of 350 members in
Portland, Maine, favors immediate enact-
ment of S. 3635 and restoration thereby of
uniform parcel post size and weight limits.

FIFTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF FED-
ERAL FOOD AND DRUG ACTS—
PROCLAMATION

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, June 30
marks the 50th anniversary of the sign-
ing by President Theodore Roosevelt of
the first Federal Food and Drug Acts
passed by an American Congress.

In commemoration of this important
event, our secretary of agriculture in
South Dakota, the distinguished and
able Charles Bruett, has sent me an offi-
cial proclamation issued by South Da-
kota’s great Governor, Joe Foss, urging
the people of my State to engage in ap-
propriate commemorative activities
fostering public recognition of this mile-
stone in the protection of all Americans
against practices prevailing before the
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passage of the Food and Drug Acis. I
trust other Governors will associate
themselves with this constructive pro-
gram.

I ask unanimous consent that the
proclamation may be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the procla~
mation was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

Whereas June 30, 1956, will mark the 50th
anniversary of the signing by President
Theodore Roosevelt of the first Federal Food
and Drug Acts, amended and reenacted in
1938 as the Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetic
Act, and the Federal Meat Inspection Act;
and

Whereas 1056 will also mark the €0th
annual convention of the organization to-
day known as the Assoclation of Food and
Drug Officials of the United States; and

Whereas the purity, integrity, and abun-
dance of our food, drug and cosmetic sup=-
plies are unexcelled in the world today and
stand as a tribute to the Industries produc-
ing them; and

Whereas the maintenance and protection
of the purity and integrity of our food, drug
and cosmetic supplies are essential ele-
ments of our national strength, safety and
economic welfare; and

Whereas for this protection we are in-
debted to Dr. Harvey W. Wiley, who as cru-
sader for the first Federal legislation, became
known as the father of the pure food and
drug law; to the distinguished and dedi-
cated public servants at all levels of Govern-
ment who have supported the enactment and
improvement of these laws and have cooper=-
ated In their enforcement.

Now, therefore, I, Joe Foss, Governor of
the Btate of Bouth Dakota, do hereby pro-
claim the week of June 24-July 1, 1956, to
be Food and Drug Law Golden Anniversary
Week, and I request the appropriate officials
of the State of South Dakota and all citizens
of South Dakota to cooperate in the observ=-
ance of that week.

I also urge all industrial, business, profes-
sional, labor, and agricultural, education and
civic groups, and the people of South Dakota
generally, to observe 1956, as an anniversary
year with gatherings, discussions, exhibits,
and other appropriate commemorative activi-
ties to foster public recognition of the bene-
fits derived from Federal, State, and local
food, drug and cosmetic laws.

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set
my hand and caused the great seal of the
State of South Dakota to be affixed this 1st
day of May 1956.

JoE Foss, Governor.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. MURRAY, from the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, without amend-
ment:

S.1614. A bill to amend the act entitled
“An act to fix a reasonable definition and
standard of identity of certain dry milk
solids,” title 21, United States Code, section
821c (Rept. No. 2064).

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carclina,
from the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service, without amendment:

S.1873. A Dbill to increase the minimum
postal savings deposit, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. No. 2085); and

H.R.4569. A Dbill to provide for renewal
of and adjustment of compensation under
contracts for carrying mall on water routes
(Rept. No. 2066).
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By Mr. HILL, from the Committee on La-
bor and Public Welfare, without amend-
ment:

5.3620. A bill to encourage expansion of
teaching and research in the education of
mentally retarded children through grants
to institutions of higher learning and to
State educational agencies (Rept. No. 2069);

B.3907. A bill to amend section 345 of the
Public Health Service Act (Rept. No. 2068);

5.3958. A bill to improve the health of
the people by assisting In increasing the
number of adequately trained professional
and practical nurses and professional public
health personnel, assisting in the develop-
ment of improved methods of care and
treatment in the field of mental health, and
for other purposes (Rept. No. 2070); and

H.R.2840. A bill to promote the further
development of public library service in
rural areas (Rept. No. 2067).

By Mr. HILL, from the Committee on La-
bor and Public Welfare, with amendments:

$5.3430. A bill to promote the progress of
medicine and to advance the natlonal health
and welfare by creating a National Library
of Medicine (Rept. No. 2071).

EBILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. DIRKSEN:

$.3040. A bill to promote the progress of
medicine and to advance the national health
and welfare by creating a National Library
of Medicine to be located in Chicago, Iil.; to
the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare,

By Mr. DIRESEN (by request):
5.30850. A bill for the relief of Josephine
Suydam; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. ELLENDER (by request):
£.3951. A bill to amend the Soil Conserva-
tion and Domestic Allotment Act and the
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 to pro-
vide for a Great Plains conservation pro-
gram; and

5.3952. A Dill to regulate the movement
from n countries into or through the
United States, and the interstate movement,
of plant pests, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

By Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania (by
request) :

£.3953. A bill to amend certain provisions
of the Tariff Act of 1930 relative to import
dutles on wool; to the Committee on Finance,

By Mr. ENOWLAND:

B8.3054. A bill for the relief of Bhan Singh;
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. BUTLER: g

5.3955. A blll to authorize research by the
Fish and Wildlife Service to determine meth-
ods of, and to provide for grants to the States
to assist approved research or other projects
for, control or extermination of sea nettles
and jellyfish in marine waters of the United
States; to the Committee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey: :

5.3956. A bill to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938, as amended; to the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

By Mr. DWORSHAK :

B.3957. A bill to amend the act ruthoriz-
ing the exchange and amendment of certain
farm units in order to limit the time during
which applications may be made under such
act: to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

By Mr. HILL (for himself, Mr. SmMirH
of New Jersey, Mr. MURRAY, Mr. IVES,
Mr. Neevy, Mr, PorTrrn, Mr. LEm-
Mmaw, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. BENDER, Mr.
McNamara, and Mr. ALLOTT) :

£. 3958, A Dbill to improve the health of the
people by assisting in increasing the number
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of adequately trained professional and practi-
cal nurses and professional public health
personnel, assisting in the development of
improved methods of care and treatment in
the fleld of mental health, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare,
By Mr. BENDER:

5.3959. A bill for the relief of Catalino
Properties, Inc; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

S.3960. A bill to amend section 4232 (b)
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to pro=-
vide that certain places where no instru-
mental music is provided shall not be treated
as cabarets; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. HUMPHREY :

S.3061. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of additional animal disease lab-
oratory facilities at or near the University
of Minnesota; to the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry.

(See the remarks of Mr. HUMPHREY when
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. HUMPHREY (for himself, Mr.
MANSFIELD, and Mr. SPARKMAN):

S5.3962. A bill to amend the Communica=-
tions Act of 1934 with respect to the use of
broadcasting stations by presidential, vice
presidential, and congressional candidates;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

ANIMAL DISEASE LABORATORY
FACILITIES

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr, President, I
introduce for appropriate reference a
bill to provide for the establishment of
additional animal disease laboratory
facilities.

At the time the agricultural appro-
priation bill was before the Senate, I
announced my intention to introduce
this bill to conform to the expressed
wishes of the Appropriation Committee.

In disallowing requested funds in the
budget for this facility, the committee
reported to the Senate that it preferred
to have the project reviewed by the Sen-
ate Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry and a specific authorization
provided designating the site of the fa-
cility at some location other than Belts-
ville, Md.

In my opinion, no better location could
be found than in Minnesota, out in the
heartland of the upper Midwest which
contributes so much of our livestock.
The bill I have introduced calls for the
location of the laboratory in Minnesota.

I hope speedy action can be provided
by the Senate Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry, so that funds for this build-
ing can be included in the next budget,
or possibly even in a supplemental appro=
priation yet this year.

In support of this facility, I ask unani-
mous consent to have printed at the con-
clusion of my remarks, a copy of the
budget justification for this project orig-
inally presented by the Agricultural Re~
search Service of the Department of
Agriculture to our Appropriations Com-
mittee.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred; and, without objection, the jus-
tification will be printed in the REcORD.

The bill (S. 3961) to provide for the
establishment of additional animal dis-
ease laboratory facilities at or near the
University of Minnesota, introduced by
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Mr. HOMPHREY, was received, read twice
by its title, and referred to the Com=
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry.
The justification presented by Mr.
HumpHREY is as follows:
JUSTIFICATION

New facilities are urgently needed for the
animal disease research and control pro=-
grams,

In June 1955 three widely known research
workers from outside the Department were
asked to Inspect animal disease research and
control facilities located at Washington,
D. C., Beltsville, Md., Auburn, Ala., and Den-
ver, Colo.,, to determine whether (1) the
facilities and procedures were adequate for
proper safeguarding of working personnel
from the hazards of infectlon; (2) safeguards
were sufficlent to protect workers in other
parts of the building and the public utilizing
the corridors; and (3) facilities were ade-
quate to protect experiments from cross-
contamination. Many of the diseases under
study at these points were transmissible to
man, including tuberculosis, brucellosis, an-
thrax, erysipelas, rables, equine encephalo-
myelitis, Newcastle disease, and others.

The committee reported that facilities In
use were not adequate to safeguard workers
and other persons in the buildings from
exposure to disease or the experimental work
from cross-contamination. Moreover, the
committee reported that in most cases basic
building structures were not adaptable to
the modifications which would be necessary
to provide modern safety measures, and also
that they were inadequate for the funda-
mental disease research program underway.
Following this report it was necessary to dis-
continue all research in Washington, D. C,,
and all that portion at Auburn, Ala., and
Denver, Colo,, on animal diseases infectious
for man. This has resulted in curtailment
of much important work and the suspension
of other lines of research because of a lack of
suitable space. Overcrowded quarters at
Beltsville have been temporarily made availa-
ble for certain of the work discontinued at
other points. Provision for adequate labora-
tory facilities is essential not only to the con-
duct of a comprehensive animal disease re-
search program but also to animal disease
control programs.

The new facilities would provide space
for comprehensive research on animal dis-
eases and for diagnostic and testing work
for control and regulatory activities, These
facilities have been designed for experi-
mental work with safety to the livestock in-
dustry and the health of workers.

Investigations would cover methods for
diagnosis, cause, mode of transmission, and
methods of prevention, treatment, and con-
trol of infectious diseases of all classes of
livestock, including poultry, which exist in
this country. Bacteriological, serological,
pathological, immunological, and animal
inoculation studies would be made. Re-
search would cover diseases caused by bac-
teria, fungi, viruses, rickettsia, and patho-
logical conditions.

Diagnosis of diseases would be made as
they are encountered in animal disease con-
trol and eradication work in the fleld and
in meatpacking plants., Tests would be
made of animal biologics produced commer-
clally to determine their purity and potency
as required under the Virus-Serum-Toxin
Act. The laboratory would contain facili-
ties for pilot plant development of produc-
tion methods for biologics and diagnostic
agents based on research findings. Chemical
analyses and bacteriological examinations
would be made of dips and disinfectants to
determine their efficacy and relliability for
use in control and eradication programs, and
of germicides to determine conformity with
the Insecticide, Pungicide and Rodenticide
Act.
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FEDERAL-ATD HIGHWAY ACT OF
1956—AMENDMENTS

Mr. CURTIS submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him
to the bill (H. R. 10660) to amend and
supplement the Federal-Aid Road Act
approved July 11, 1916, to authorize ap-
propriations for continuing the con-
struction of highways; to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to pro-
vide additional revenue from the taxes
on motor fuel, tires, and trucks and
buses; and for other purposes, which
was ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

Mr, SMATHERS submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him,
to House bill 10660, supra, which was
ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
submit an amendment, intended to be
proposed by me to House bill 10660, the
pending Federal-Aid Highway Act.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
amendment will be received, printed,
and lie on the table.

Mr. MAGNUSON. On Friday, May
25, I submitted an amendment to H. R.
10660, to provide in effect for a refund
of the fuel tax increases of 1 cent a gal=-
lon on gasoline and diesel fuel, and for
a similar refund of the 3 cents a pound
increase in the tire tax and the 3 cents
a pound tread rubber tax, to the extent
that highway vehicles are used on any
road, thoroughfare, or property in pri=-
vate ownership.

When I submitted the amendment on
Friday, it was designed to amend the
House-passed version of H. R. 10660. At
that time the bill was still before the
Senate Finance Committee and had not
been reported.

EXPANSION OF TEACHING AND RE-
SEARCH IN EDUCATION OF MEN-
TALLY RETARDED CHILDREN—
ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF
BILL

On request of Mr. Gore, and by
unanimous consent, the names of Mr.
WiLtey and Mr. Arrorr were added as
additional cosponsors of the bill (S.
3620) to encourage expansion of teach-
ing and research in the education of
mentally retarded children through
grants to institutions of higher learning
and to State educational agencies, in-
troduced by the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. Hir] (for himself and other Sena-
tors) on April 12, 1956, and which was
reported today.

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTI-
CLES, ETC., PRINTED IN THE REC-

ORD

On request, end by unanimous con-
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etec.,
were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

By Mr. LEHMAN:

Address delivered by him on receiving
Philip Murray award of the NAACP at Wal-
dorf-Astoria Hotel, New ¥York, N, Y., May 17,
1956.

By Mr. DOUGLAS:

Statement by him on importance of work

of United States Information Agency.
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NOTICE OF HEARING ON NOMINA-
TION OF FREDERICK VAN PELT
BRYAN TO BE UNITED STATES
DISTRICT JUDGE, SOUTHERN DIS-
TRICT OF NEW YORK

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, on
behalf of a subcommittee of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, I desire to give
n.otice that a public hearing has been
scheduled for Tuesday, June 5, 1956, at
10: 30 a. m,, in room 424, Senate office
building, on the nomination of Fred-
erick Van Pelt Bryan, of New York, to be
United States district judge for the
southern district of New York, vice Wil-
liam Bondy, retired.

At the indicated time and place all
persons interested in the above nomina-
tion may make such representations as
may be pertinent. The subcommitiee
consists of the Senator from Arkansas
IMr. McCLELLAN], the Senator from In-
diana [Mr. JENNER], and myself, chair-
man,

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON H. R. 2383
AND 8. 2157, INVENTORS AWARDS
BILLS

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr, President, on
behalf of the standing Subcommittee on
Patents, Trademarks, and Copyrights of
the Committee on the Judiciary, I desire
to give notice that a public hearing has
been scheduled for Thursday, June 17,
1956, at 10: 30 a. m., in room 424 Senate
office building, on H. R. 2383, to author-
ize the National Inventors Council to
make awards for inventive contribution
relating to the national defense, and S.
2157, to authorize the establishment of
an inventive contributions awards board
within the Department of Defense, and
for other purposes. At the indicated
time and place all persons interested in
the proposed legislation may make such
representations as may be pertinent. The
subcommittee consists of the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. JOHNSTON];
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
WiLEY ], and myself, chairman.

NOTICE OF HEARING ON S. 3897, TO
IMPROVE GOVERNMENTAL BUDG-
ETING AND ACCOUNTING METH-
ODS AND PROCEDURES, AND FOR
OTHER PURPOSES

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, on be-
half of the Subcommitte on Reorganiza-
tion of the Committee on Government
Operations, of which I have the privilege
of serving as chairman, I desire to an-
nounce that a public hearing has been
scheduled to begin next Monday, June 4,
1956, at 10 a. m., in room 457, Senate
Office Building, on S. 3897, relating to the
Government’s accounting, budgeting and
appropriations processes, and which is
sponsored by 32 Members of this body.
The Director of the Bureau of the
Budget, the Comptroller General of the
United States, the Comptroller of the
Department of Defense, and representa-
tives of other major Government depart-
ments, will present testimony to the sub-
committee upon this important legisla-
tion which provides that budget requests
shall be made on a cost basis, that ac-
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counts of the executive agencies shall
be maintained on an accrual basis, and
that appropriations shall be determined
on an annual acerued expenditures basis.
All Members of the Senate are cordially
invited to join with members of the
subcommittee in the hearings upon this
bill, which directly implements the rec-
ommendations of the second Hoover
Commission relating to budgeting and
accounting, and which are expected to
continue for several days, or to present
testimony to the subcommitiee if they
desire to do so.

NOMINATION OFF FORMER SENATOR
FRED A, SEATON, OF NEBRASKA,
TO BE SECRETARY OF THE INTE-
RIOR

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, T wish
to take a moment to compliment the
President of the United States for the
very excellent appointment he made in
naming Fred A. Seaton, of Nebraska, to
be Secretary of the Interior. I consider
Mr. Seaton to be one of the outstanding
citizens of the United States, and a man
exceptionally well qualified to be Secre-
tary of the Interior. I think it is a rec-
ognition of the Middle West to have a
man of the character, the ability, and
the outstanding qualifications of Mr.
Seaton made Secretary of the Interior.
I compliment the President of the United
States for making the appointment.

I wish Mr. Seaton well, and I hope
his nomination will be speedily con-
firmed. In these remarks, I believe, I
speak not only for the citizens of North
Dakota, but of the entire Northwest, who
know of the outstanding ability of Mr.
Seaton.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, I desire to express my hearti-
est commendations to President Eisen-
hower for his nomination of the Honor-
able Fred Seaton as Secretary of the
Interior. The people of the United
States are to be congratulated on the
appointment, for it is their good fortune.

I first met Fred Seaton when he came
to the Senate to fill out the term of
the late Ken Wherry, of Nebraska. Our
seats were close together. We often
talked about the bills and other public
matters that came before the Sznate.
I came to have the very highest regard
for his ideals, his principles, and his
personality.

Fred Seaton is a westerner of the
mountains as well as of the broad prai-
ries. Fle has perhaps been most fre-
quently identified as a newspaper pub-
lisher of Kansas and Nebraska. He is
also the publisher of the Lead Daily Call
and the Deadwood Pioneer-Times, pub-
lished in Lead, known as the mile-high
city of the Black Hills in South Dakota,
having acquired these newspapers in re-
cent years.

Speaking as one whose State contains
public lands, reclamation projects, na-
tional parks, Indian reservations, mines
and mining, both metallic and nonme-
tallic, public power and transmission
lines, vast interests in fish and wildlife
and every other activity for which the
Department of the Interior has respon-
sibilities, I say wholeheartedly and en-
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thusiastically that the President could
not have made a better appointment.

Fred Seaton will conserve the national
interests in our great national resources
conscientiously, and foster their devel-
opment with imagination, courage, and
integrity.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, the
nomination of Fred A. Seaton to be Sec~
retary of the Interior brings great honor
to the State of Nebraska. It is fitting
that this selection be made from a State
which has long been identified with the
development and appreciation of the
basic problems of the Department of the
Interior.

It is fitting, also, that the appointment
be of one who has so long and faithfully
served as a member of Ike's team.

It was gratifying to note Mr. Seaton’s
immediate declaration expressing agree-
ment with the Eisenhower-McKay basic
power and water program.

Congress, particularly the Senate, of
which Mr. Seaton was formerly a Mem-
ber, can look forward with pleasure to
working with Mr. Seaton.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr, President, the
President has made his selection of a new
Secretary of the Interior. While I worked
for the appointment of Mr. Clarence A.
Davis, because I believed him to be emi-
nently qualified and because his appoint-
ment would have been in recognition of
the outstanding service he had rendered
to the President, nevertheless, Mr. Sea-
ton has my congratulations. I am glad
that a Nebraskan has been so honored,
and I shall work with the new Secretary
on all matters important to the Western
States. Mr. Seaton is a long-time friend
and associate of the President, and he is
a man of ability.

STATEMENT BY SENATOR DOUGLAS
RELATING TO THE JUSTICE DE-
PARTMENT APPROPRIATION BILL

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, last
Friday the Senate passed the Justice De-
partment appropriation bill. One item
in the bill had to do with the amend-
ment I offered last year to the interstate
oil compact. I ask unanimous consent
that a brief statement which I have pre-
pared about that amendment and the
Senate action on last Friday may be
printed at this point in the Recorp, in
order that the record may be clear.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR DoUGLAS

Last year I offered an amendment in the
Senate to the Interstate Oil Compact when
it was before the Senate. Article V of the
compact states:

*“It is not the purpose of this compact to
authorize the States joining herein to limit
the production of oil or gas for the purpose
of stabilizing or fixing the price thereof, or
create or perpetuate monopoly, or to promote
regimentation, but is limited to the purpose
of conserving oil and gas and preventing the
avolidable waste thereof within reasonable
limitations.”™

My amendment to the Interstate Oil Com-
pact merely asked that the Justice Depart-
ment make a study and annual report to the
Congress as to whether or not the clear pur-
pose of the compact, as stated by the compact
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States themselves in article V was being
carried out.

The reason for my amendment was simple,
The Constitution of the United States says:

“No State shall, without the consent of
Congress * * * enter into any agreement or
compact with another State.”

Therefore, Mr. President, the Interstate Oil
Compact, could only come about and exist by
the express permission of the Congress of the
United States. The right for States to or-

in a compact is that of Congress to
grant or withhold, and there is no issue of
States rights involved.

The interstate oil compact allows the
States to get together to set production
levels and prices, etc., for the express pur-
pose of conserving gas and oll. This is an
unusual grant of power and one which
neither States nor businesses enjoy except
where specifically sanctioned by Congress.
Article V of the compact itself states that
the setting of prices and the limiting of
production, ete., shall be done for no other
purpose than for conservation. All my
amendment did was to ask the Justice De-
partment to make a yearly report as to
whether or not the clear language of article
V, agreed to by the States themselves, was
being carried out. Without my amendment,
Congress has no check or any yearly report
on the activities of the compact in this re-
spect.

When the Justice Department submitted
its request this year, it asked for $763,000
and for 147 additional positions to carry out
the purposes of my amendment. The House
committee passed this amount. The Sen-
ate committee, however, recognized that
this was an absurd request and that the
Justice Department had no real grounds,
either in the legislative intent or the job to
be done, to justify such a request. As it was
my amendment to the oil compact, and as
my remarks in the Senate make up the only
substantive legislative record, I want to say
that I concur with the committee's feel-
ing, I believe the Justice Department's re-
quest was an attempt to reduce the real
purpose of my amendment to absurdity and
to kill any effort to carry out the reasonable
intent of the amendment.

I wrote to Senator JomNson to this ef-
fect on May 18, but I believe that the
bill had been marked up before he or his
committee had an opportunity to consider
my letter,

The committee cut the amount from §763,-
090 to $25,000. I believe that if the Depart-
ment really carries out the intent of Con-
gress and goes about this task in a rea-
sonable way, that the $25,000 granted by the
committee is quite adequate for the job.
This amount is enough to insure that the
Justice Department can have no excuse
whatsoever to get on with their clear duty
and responsibility under the law and under
the clear language and intent of my amend-
ment to the oil compact.

The original Justice Department request
was ridiculous. When pressed before the
Senate committee to support the amount,
they fell back on the legislative intent of
Congress. I believe I know as much about
that as anyone else, and I can say that
there certainly is nothing in the history of
the amendment in the Senate to justify
$763,000.

It is a clear principle of Government, that
the Congress and the legislative branch
should be able to secure, as a matter of
right, that the spirit of the acts of the
executive are suffused with the clear purposes
and intents of the Congress. In this case
the Justice Department is trying to kill the
amendment to the oll compact by asking
for an absurd amount. I want them to have
no excuse for failing to carry out the clear
intent of the Congress and I believe that as
the author of the original amendment I can
say that the amount the committee has
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given them is enough to do a workmanlike
job and to carry out the legislative intent of
the Congress.

I ask that a letter which I sent to the
Appropriations Subcommittee on the Jus-
tice Department Appropriations, and ad-
dressed to its chairman, Senator LyNpon B.
JOHNSON, be inserted in the Recorp at this
point. I wish to say that this letter prob-
ably arrived too late for the committee to
consider it before this bill was marked up,
and that I ask that it be included in the
Recorp because it could not be included in
the hearings, and because it is self-explan-
atory.

I attach hereto the complete contents of
the letter from the Department of Justice
to the Honorable PERcY PRIEST commenting
on my amendment when it was before the
House committee last year and which I quote
in my letter to Senator JoHnsoN be included
in the Recorn at this point.

This latter insertion especially shows very
clearly that from the beginning the Justice
Department has been less than reasonable in
their attitude toward this amendment.

I am happy that the Senate committee
saw through their request and has acted as
it has. Further, I want to say that I expect,
and I believe the Congress has a right to
expect, that the Justice Department get on
with its job and stop trying to kill or make
ridiculous the amendment to the oil com-
pact. The first report, if the Justice De-
partment has done its job, should be ready
very soon.

May 18, 1956,
The Honorable LyNpoN B. JoHNsON,
Chairman, Subcommitiee on Justice De-
partment Appropriations, Senate Office
Building, Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENaTOR JOHNsoN: My attention has
been called to the request of the Department
of Justice for $700,000 to carry out the legis-
lative intent of the amendment to the Inter-
state Oil Compact which I introduced and
which was carried in the Senate during the
last session. I understand that the Justice
Department contemplates hiring something
like 110 investigators, opening 3 new offices,
and increasing the Antitrust Division by
something like 25 percent in order to carry
out the legislative intent of my amendment.

May I say that this request by the Justice
Department is absurd. I can only think it
was done in an attempt to reduce the real
purpose of my amendment to absurdity and
to kill any effort to carry out the reasonable
intent of the amendment. I am convinced
that a staff of 2 to 4 competent economists,
1 to 2 lawyers, and perhaps 1 to 2 investi-
gators, at most, would be adequate to carry
out the legislative intent of my amendment.
I am at a loss to find anything in the legis-
lative record of my amendment from which
the Department could possibly request the
sum of money and the new staff it has asked

for. As it was my amendment, and as my

statement was the only statement of sub-
stance about the amendment in the Senate,
I believe that I am in a position to state
the legislative intent.

The purpose of my amendment was simple.
The Constitution of the United States says:

“No State shall, without the consent of
Congress * * * enter into any agreement or
compact with another State."

Therefore, the Interstate Oil Compact, like
other compacts, can only come about and
exist by the express permission of the Con-
gress of the United States. There is no issue
of States’ rights involved, for the right is
that of Congress to grant or withhold.

Article V of the Interstate Compact to Con-
serve Oil and Gas is worded as follows:

“It 1s not the purpose of this compact to
authorize the States joining herein to limit
the production of oil or gas for the purpose of
stabilizing or fixing the price thereof, or
create or perpetuate monopoly, or to promote
regimentation, but is limited to the purpose
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of conserving oil and gas and preventing the
avoidable waste thereof within reasonable
limitations.”

My purpose in offering the amendment was
to make certain that the clear intent of the
States entering the compact under article V
was being ecarried out. The Congress makes
the grant of power to the States involved in
the compact but until my amendment, there
was no agency of the Congress or Federal
Government which reported to the Congress
whether or not the clear language of the
compact was adhered to.

The Interstate Oll Compact meets only oc-
casionally. I am reasonably certain that the
records of the Compact are kept where they
are accessible. Further, the Compact invited
a representative of the Antitrust Division to
attend one of its recent meetings. For some
reason, the Justice Department did not even
gend a representative. I must say that the
Department of Justice has acted in a most
curious way in this as in other situations af-
fecting my amendment.

After the Compact was agreed to by the
Senate, it went to the House committee. The
House asked the Department of Justice for
its opinion on my amendment. The reply
received by the Justice Department was an
amazing one—it was signed by Deputy At-
torney General Rogers. I shall quote the rel-
evant part:

“The general purpose of this provision
seems unobjectionable. However, the inves-
tigation into the operation of the Compact
contemplated under the provision would ap-
parently involve, among other matters, ques-
tions in the field of economics. BSuch func-
tions do not properly come within the activi-
ties of the Department of Justice which is the
chief litigating arm of the Government. It is
believed, therefore, that it would be inappro-
priate for the Attorney General and the De-
partment of Justice to be designated to per-
form such functions.”

This quotation is the entire substance of
any reference in the Justice Department's
letter concerning my amendment.

At a later date, I questioned the head of
the Antitrust Division, Judge Barnes, con=-
cerning this letter. He admitted before the
Banking and Currency Committee that the
Antitrust Division did hire numerous econ-
omists, that it did have an economies division
or section, that this was a legitimate function
of the Antitrust Division, and that the sub-
jects of limiting production, stabilizing or
fixing prices, creating or perpetuating a
monopoly, etc., were ones they dealt with reg-
ularly in the normal course of events. Thus,
the statement that questions in the field of
economics are not functions which properly
come within the activities of the Department
of Justice is one which does not bear exami-
nation. When the Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral, by any clear meaning, of his own words,
admitted that the Justice Department's con-
tention was ridiculous, I think it is clear that
the provision was unobjectionable to them.

We all know that for conservation purposes,
the Compact is allowed to set prices, limit
production, etc. As this is an unusual grant
to any group, private or public, Congress
ghould have a regular report on such activ-
ities. The Compact itself, I understand, has
given the Justice Department every coopera-
tion, Thus, I am convinced that the Attorney
General, in making his request, is attempting
to reduce what is a simple and straightfor-
ward amendment, requiring the use of a
small group of competent people and the
writing of a yearly report, to absurdity.

I sincerely hope that the Appropriations
Committee will appropriate funds in the
amount necessary to carry out the simple pro-
visions of the amendment. It is difficult to
make an exact estimate of the amount needed
but it would probably be in the neighbor-
hood of $100,000, which would be enough to
pay the salaries of a half dozen competent
lawyers and economists and the secretarial
help and printing costs, etc.,, which such a



1956

staff would meed. Certainly, no new offices
or 100 investigators are needed.

I wish to state again that I can find no evi-
dence whatsoever in the legislative history
of my amendment to support the Justice De-
partment’s request, and I believe that as it
was my amendment, I am as competent to in-
terpret the legislative intent as anyone.

I hope that this letter will be useful to the
committee and if the committee so desires, I
gee no reason why it should not be made a
part of the RECORD.

With best wishes.

Faithfully yours,
PauL H. DovucLas,

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
Washington, D. C., June 14, 1955.
Hon. J. PErcy PRIEST,
Chairman, Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr Mgr. CHAIRMAN: This is in response
to your requests for the views of the De-
partment of Justice concerning House Joint
Resolution 143 and Senate Joint Resolution
38, consenting to an Interstate Compact to
conserve oil and gas.

The Interstate Compact to Conserve Oil
and Gas was originally executed at Dallas,
Tex., on February 16, 1835, by representatives
of the oil-producing States (Oklahoma, Tex-
as, California, and New Mexico), with recom-
mendations to other States for ratification.
The States of Kansas, Illinois and Colorado
subsequently ratified the original Compact.
House Joint Resolution 407 was introduced
in the T4th Congress for the purpose of
giving consent to the Compact under the
provisions of article I, section 10 of the Con-
stitution. It was passed on August 27,
1935 (Public Res. 64, 74th Cong., 49 Stat. 939).
The approval was for a period of two years,
expiring Septemrber 1, 1937. The Compact
has continued in effect since that time
through periodic enactments by the Con-
gress similar to House Joint Resolution 407 of
the 74th Congress. The last enactment (Pub-
lic Law 128, 82d Cong., Aug. 28, 1951) con=-
tinued Congressional consent to the Compact
until September 1, 18955. The joint resolu-
tions would give Congressional consent to a
further extension and renewal of the Com-
pact until September 1, 1959,

Whether the proposd extension and re-
newal of the Compact should be approved
involves a question of policy concerning
which this Department prefers to make no
recommendation. However, there is one pro-
vision of Senate Joint Resolution 38, as
passed by the Senate, which this Department
deems objectionable. Section 2 of that joint
resolution reads:

Sec. 2. The Attorney General of the United
States shall, within one year from Septem-
ber 1, 1955, and annually thereafter for the
duration of the Interstate Compact to Con-
serve Oil and Gas, make a report to the
Congress as to whether or not in his opinion
the activities of the States under the pro-
vigions of such Compact (1) have remained
within the purpose of such Compact as
set out in article V thereof, and (2) have
resulted in the stabilizing or fixing of Drices
of oil or gas, the creation or perpetuation of
any monopoly, or the promotion of any
regimentation in the production or sale
of oil or gas, with the understanding that
conservation and the protection of the small
producer are the paramount purposes of any
rules and regulations issued under the Com=
pact.”

The general purpose of this provision seems
unobjectionable. However, the investigation
into the operation of the Compact contem-
plated under the provision would apparently
involve, among other matters, questions in
the field of economics. Such functions do
not properly come within the activities of
the Department of Justice which is the
chief litigating arm of the Government. It
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is believed, therefore, that it would be in-
appropriate for the Attorney General and the
Department of Justice to be designated to
perform such functions.

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that
there is no objection to the submission of
this report.

Sincerely,
Wirrtam P. ROGERS,
Deputy Attorney General.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a gquorum,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Allott Douglas Lehman
Barrett Duff Mansfleld
Bender Dworshak Millikin
Bennett George Neuberger
Byrd Goldwater Payne
Case, 8. Dak. Hayden Russell
Chavez Johnson, Tex. Saltonstall
Cotton Johnston, S, C. Smathers
Curtis EKnowland Watkins
Dirksen Langer

Mr. SMATHERS. Iannounce thatthe
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. CLEMENTS],
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LoNG],
and the Senator from Alabama [Mr,
SPARKMAN] are absent on official busi-
ness.

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
KeFauvEr| and the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. NEeLy] are necessarily
absent.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that
the Senator from Vermcnt [Mr. FLAN-
pERs], the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
ScuoeppPEL], and the Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. WiLey]l are absent on
official business.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN-
LooprER] is necessarily absent.

The Senator from New York [Mr,
Ives| is absent because of illness.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. A
quorum is not present.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Sergeant at Arms
be directed to request the attendance of
absent Senators.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Sergeant at Arms will execute the order
of the Senate.

After a little delay, Mr. AIKEN, Mr.
AnpErRsoN, Mr. Bearn, Mr. BIBLE, Mr.
Bricker, Mr. Bripces, Mr. BuseH, Mr.
BUTLER, Mr. CAPEHART, Mr. CARLSON Mr,
Case of New Jersey, Mr. DANIEL, Mr.
EAsTLAND, Mr. ELLENDER, Mr. ERVIN, Mr.
FrEArR, Mr. FurLerigHT, Mr. Gorg, Mr.
GREEN, Mr. HewwinGs, Mr. HiLn, Mr.
Horranp, Mr. Hruska, Mr. HUMPHREY,
Mr. JAcksoN, Mr. JENNER, Mr. KENNEDY,
Mr. Kerr, Mr. KucHEL, Mr. Lairp, Mr.
MAGNUSON, Mr. MaLoONE, Mr. MarTIN of
Iowa, Mr. MarTiN of Pennsylvania, Mr.
McCarTHY, Mr. McCrLeLran, Mr. Mc-
Namara, Mr. MonRONEY, Mr. MORSE, Mr.
Munpr, Mr. Murray, Mr. O'MAHONEY,
Mr. PasTorRE, Mr. PoTTER, Mr. PURTELL,
Mr. RoBERTSON, Mr, Scorr, Mrs. SMITH
of Maine, Mr. SmiTH of New Jersey, Mr.
STENNIS, Mr. Symincron, Mr. THYE, Mr,
WELKER, Mr. WiLLiams, Mr, WOFFORD,
and Mr. Younc entered the Chamber
and answered to their names.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. A
guorum is present.

Is there further morning business?
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CONDITION OF OHIO'S HIGHWAYS

Mr. BENDER. Mr. President, today
is important in the life of all the people
of Ohio. At last we are about to have
a highway bill which will provide relief
for the great State of Ohio.

Of course, I believe the President in
his message last year provided the for-
mula that was the answer for a national
highway system, properly financed and
expeditiously provided to give relief to
the Nation bereft of adequate highways.

As a Senator from the great State of
Ohio, with a population, according to
the Census Bureau, approaching the
nine-million mark, you can appreciate
what pleasure I have in voting for the
measure now pending, providing for an
adequate road system. Every Member
of the United States Senate will appre-
ciate how deeply I feel about this legis-~
lation. Ohio has been talking about
good roads for a long time, but it has all
been conversation,

On March 19, 1956, one of the leading
newspapers of Ohio entitled its lead edi-
torial, Our Highway Shame, Every
family in this State can verify this de-
scription.

Several years ago, the voters of Ohio
approved a $500 million bond issue for
the express purpose of constructing new,
modern, multiple-lane highways. This
bond issue has been nullified by engi-
neering and planning bottlenecks in the
State highway department at Colum-
bus. In these times, when provisions for
civilian, commercial and military traf-
fic are matters of vital concern to the
entire Nation, negligence and procras-
tination in this area are utterly in-
excusable,

There is only one place where the
blame for this sorry record can be
placed—at the door of the State’s chief
executive. Our Governor must be held
responsible for the failure of his high-
way director to anticipate our needs,
and to submit the necessary plans to
meet them.

Ohio’s narrow, inadequate roads are
hazardous at best, downright dangerous
at worst. Highway statistics for 1955
reveal more than one million deaths and
personal injuries in the space of 12
months. Ohio contributed far more
than its share to this tragic toll.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Chair would remind the Senator that the
Senate is still in the morning hour.
General debate is not permissible.

Mr. BENDER. Mr. President, I am
merely making a statement during the
morning hour. It is not debate; it is a
statement describing the road condi-
tions in my own State.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
statement is limited to 2 minutes.

Mr. BENDER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may proceed
for an additional 2 minutes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection? The Chair hears none,
and the Senator may proceed for 2
minutes.

Mr. BENDER. Mr. President, I do not
believe that the people of our State are
exercised over the controversy with re-
spect to toll roads or freeways. They
are concerned over the prospect of get-
ting the job done.

Any
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Tn my judgment, the point of dimin-
jshing returns in the operation of toll
roads must be carefully considered in
the ultimate decision on a north-south
Ohio Turnpike. If private financing for
a toll road is not found available, the
duty to build a modern highway from
Take Erie to Cincinnati will in no way be
diminished. The daily risk of our peo-
ple's lives along Routes 3 and 42 cannot
be justified on any basis.

The chairman of the Ohio Turnpike
Commission issued a most significant
public statement on this subject during
the past week. Addressing himself to
the north-south turnpike delays, he
wrote:

The Ohlo Turnpike Commission main-
tained an at-alert position for all the months
it awaited the engineering reports from the
director of highways and on the very day,
May 11, 1956, they were delivered to the com-
mission after having been held by the direc-
tor of highways for 10 days after he had
received them from the engineers, they were
sent by the commission to the members of
the syndicate of investment bankers formed
to undertake the financing.

Those of us who have occasion to use
the roads of other States as well as our
own know how rapidly and how com-
pletely we are being outstripped by our
neighbors, Pennsylvania, New York, and
New Jersey. We have only one thorough-
ly modern highway despite vast ex-
penditures. Only four States in the
Union collect more funds from motor
fuel taxes than Ohio, but we are far
from having the fifth best highways
in the United States.

I believe that highway planning ex-
perts alone can determine whether or not
the north-south highway can be built
most efficiently as a turnpike project or
a freeway. It does not take an expert to
determine that it ought to be built be-
fore the automobile becomes obsolete.

The facts are evident. A large part
of the Ohio roadway system, both pri-
mary and secondary, is dangerous and
inadequate.

Our people have been prompt and gen-
erous in approving every request for the
funds necessary to build a modern high-
way system.

The long delays which have occurred
have been in the executive branch of
our Government. Our Governor has
applied neither the initiative nor the ad-
ministrative efficiency which are neces-
sary to get such major activities on to
the drafiing boards of his highway de-
partment and into actual construction.

The Federal Government is interested
in helping Ohio to build more roads, and
to build better roads. All of us talk a
great deal about local responsibility. We
want our State governments to assume
those burdens which traditionally belong
right here at home. If the State's chief
executive refuses to accept the respon-
sibility vested in him by his office, the
people should know exactly where the
fault lies. In Ohio, the blame for poor
highways lies squarely at the door of the
Governor,

Mr: President, I ask unanimous con<
sent to have printed at this point in the
REecorp an editorial entitled “Dead End
in Ohio” which was published in the
Cleveland Press of November 25, 1955.
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The Cleveland Press has been Governor
Lausche’s principal supporter.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows: :

Deap EnNp v OHIO

If the State highway department has any-
thing to do with the proposed north-south
turnpike, chances are it never will be built.

In fact, the only reason that Ohio has
turned to turnpikes at all is because of the
failure of the State highway department.

The important through roads, the vital
main highways, simply weren't being bullt;

There was a patchwork of fine back-coun=-
try roads—but nothing where the traffic was.

The present excellent Ohio Turnpike is a
toll road because that was the one way it
would get built.

The State highway department has heen,
and continues to be, a tragic joke.

The suggestion that the floundering State
highway department now be brought back
into the picture is made by Turnpike Chair-
man Shocknessy as a desperate financial
move.

Shocknessy finds that the mnorth-south
turnpike as proposed would lose money In
certain stretches. To avoid those losses, he
suggests the State highway department build
freeways to link together the probably profit-
able toll sections of the road.

All this does, of course, is dump the re-
sponsibility on a department that already
has failed in the task of providing decent
roads.

It puts the task up to a group of foot-
dragging bureaucrats who haven't even plans
for spending the cash the legislature has
voted them for other top-priority jobs.

And, just as important as a matter of prin-
ciple, it would mean traffic in a congested
area like Cleveland would have to pay tolls,
while downstate the riding would be free.

Perhaps this is a time for reexamination of
the whole north-south turnpike situation,
as Shocknessy suggests.

But that study will mean nothing if the
State highway department is brought into
the act.

Its almost complete Incompetence 1s a
matter of unpleasant record.

Anyone who has ever had the good fortune
to ride on the highways of any other State
knows the too-little and too-late mess in
Ohio. »

There is only one legitimate way to include
the State highway department in future
planning:

And that is after a thorough houseclean=
ing of the department from top to bottom.

Mr. BENDER. Mr. President, on
January 1, 1957, this matter will be cor-
rected, because Ohio will have a new
governor, a governor who will consci-
entiously endeavor to have new high-
ways built for Ohio.

Today, we in the Senate are helping
to provide some of the machinery and
tools with which the new governor can
work.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, a point
of order.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
time of the Senator from Ohio has ex-
pired.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may ask the
Senator from Ohio a guestion. .

Mr. BENDER. I shall certainly be
glad to answer the Senator from Illinois.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. IS
there objection to the unanimous-con-
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sent request of the Senafor from Illi-
nois? The Chair hears none,

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is the Governor of

Ohio running for the United States
Senate?
- Mr. BENDER. The Governor of Ohio
is running for President, for Vice Presi-
dent, and for United States Senator. I
do not know what more he could run
for.

DALE LONG, PITTSBURGH PIRATES
3 FIRST BASEMAN

Mr. DUFF. Mr. President, extraordi-
nary achievements in many fields of
endeavor have frequently been publicly
acknowledged on the floor of the Senate.
I rise to suggest an unprecedented per-
formance in the field of sports.

At Pittsburgh yesterday, in the Na-
tional League baseball game between
Pittshurgh and Brooklyn, Dale Long, the
Pittsburgh first baseman, hit a home
run which was his eighth home run in
eight consecutive games, a performance
never before equaled in the history of
organized baseball.

At a time when we are inclined to look
fondly on the performances of the past,
it is reassuring to know that we still have
in our day those capable of reaching the
supreme heights of performance in our
athletics.

Dale Long did not come to this su-
preme distinction suddenly. The fact
is that when he came up to the big
leagues, he was not found equal to its
performance and was sent back to the
minors. Most men would have been dis-
couraged and would have resigned
themselves to a situation of mediocrity.
But Long had the courage not to submit
or yield to inferiority. He had the cour-
age and the will to fizht to realize what
he thought was his potential.

As a result of extraordinary determi-
nation, coupled with confidence in him-
self, despite setbacks and discourage-
ment, he has achieved a distinction
never equaled by any player in the whole
history of our greatest national pas-
time.

Long's extraordinary performance is
an encouragement to youth everywhere,
He is therefore entitled to public ac-
knowledgment, not only for spectacular
accomplishment, but also for the deter-
mination by which it was achieved.

All Pittsburgh, all Pennsylvania, as
well as all America, proclaim this ex-
traordinary young American,

HELLS CANYON POWER FROJECT

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
much has been said, and much will be
said, about the Hells Canyon power proj-
ect. This public project has been before
several Congresses without success, and
all the while the wrangling has gone on
in Washington over it, the people of that
section of the country have been denied
a source of increased power.

At this moment, Mr, President, the
Idaho Power Co. is building that proj-
ect with private money, so that the
people who need more power may have
it. As a result of their building these
dams the taxpayers of the United States
are saved approximately $465,500,000;
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and with the completion of the project,
the Federal and State governments will
begin to benefit by taxes paid to them—
a benefit that never occurs when the
Government builds power projects.

I ask unanimous consent that an ap-
proximation of the savings to each State
be made a part of my remarks at this
point.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the RECorD,
as follows:

How MucH Is He SAVING YoU IN TAXES?

Here's about how much the people of each
State save in taxes because the local inde-
pendent electric company, instead of the Gov-
ernment, is building the Hells Canyon power
project:

Alabama. $4, 300, 000
J T i e A A s 1, 800, 000
Arkansas ——— 2,200, 000
California. 42, 900, 000
Colorado. A 4, 700, 000
Connecticut 8, 800, 000
Delaware 2, 300, 000
Florida 6, 500, 000
Georgia = 6, 100, 000
Idaho. 1, 200, 000
Illinois 35, 600, 000
Indiana 11, 800, 000
Towa 5, 600, 000
Kansas 4, 500, 000
Kentucky. 4,700, 000
Louisiana. 5, 100, 000
Maine it 1,800, 000
Maryland 9,100, 000
Massachusetts-cammacccccenanea 15, 000, 000
Michigan 26, 900, 000
Mianesota 7, 800, 000
Mississippi 2, 200, 000
Missouri 11, 600, 000
T A R R = 1, 500, 000
Nebraska 3, 400, 000
L e R SR SR S 700, 000
New, Hampshire . ccceoccomaecea 1, 300, 000
New Jersey 16, 900, 000
New Mexico T 1, 400, 000
New York 68, 700, 000
North Carolina 6, 400, 000
North Dakota 1, 000, 000
Ohio-_. 29, 700, 000
Oklahoma 4, 600, 000
Oregon 4, 400, 000
Pennsylvania 35, 000, 000
FRHOOE TElaNd - e nm e ns e ama oo 2, 400, 000
Bouth Caroling. oo eaeeea o 3, 000, 000
South Dakota. > 1, 100, 000
‘Ten 5, 400, 000
Texas 18, 800, 000
Utah 1, 600, 000
Vermont 700, 000
Virginia 6, 900, 000,
Washington 7, 300, 000
West Virginia_ . ____. 3, 300, 000
Wisconsin_ oo e e 9, 500, 000
Wyoming 700, 000

District of Columbia and posses-
sions 6, 600, 000
Total 465, 500, 000

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am glad to
yield.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I do notcare tola-.
bor the point, but I believe the advertise-

ment to which the Senator has referred.

was the most misleading one I have ever
read in all the time I have been in Wash--
ington. The list shows how much each
State would have to pay for the con-
struction of the dam. The truth is that
the cost of such dams is paid back, with
interest. ; :

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator is
speaking about the dams in his own
State. I am not arguing about that.

CII—575
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The Senator is entitled to his own opin-
ion, as is the Senator from Arizona, who
believes that this is a justifiable presen-
tation of the facts.

Mr. NEUBERGER subsequently said:
Mr. President, I should like to associate
myself with the remarks made a few mo-
ments ago by the senior Senator from
Washington [Mr. MaeNUson] about the
insertion in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD
by the junior Senator from Arizona [Mr.
GorpwaTeErR] concerning the proposed
Hells Canyon Dam. The Hells Canyon
high dam would be part of the Bonne-
ville power system, in the Pacific North-
west. That system has collected more
than $300 million in power revenues,
which have been put into the Federal
Treasury. Furthermore, it is approxi-
mately $68 million ahead of schedule in
f'epaying to the Treasury the money in-
vested in it.

The claim that giving the Hells Can-
yon power site to a private power com-
pany, like the Idaho Power Co., will save
the Treasury $460 million, is a complete
misrepresentation. It totally overlooks
and avoids the fact that public dams sell
power, collect revenues, and pay for
themselves.

At some time in the future I shall place
in the REcorp a complete answer to the
statement about Hells Canyon inserted
in the ReEcorp by the Senator from Ari-
zona. With his permission, I shall insert
it on behalf of the senior Senator from
Washington [Mr, MacnusoN] and myself.

ADDRESS BY THE PRESIDENT AT
BAYLOR UNIVERSITY, WACO, TEX.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi-
dent, on Friday, last, in Waco, Tex., at
the commencement exercises of Baylor
University, President Eisenhower made
a major foreign policy address. It was
inserted in the Recorp yesterday by the
distinguished Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. SartonsTALL]. The report of
this address in the papers has stressed
quite properly the President’s emphasis
on the growth and spirit of understand-
ing, not only among our own people, but
among the peoples of the world.

He emphasized:

The whole free world would be stronger if
there existed adequate institutions of mod-
ern techniques and sciences in areas of the
world where the hunger for knowledge and
the ability to use knowledge are unsatisfied
because educational facilities are often not
equal to the need.

However, this was only one part of an
address which really covered the vision
and spirit of our foreign policy today.
At fhe very beginning of the President’s
address he pointed out how world issues
color practically every domestic question,
as well as our foreign relations. He
pointed out clearly the clash between
communism and the ideology of the free
world. At one point he said:

Communism denies the spiritual premises
on which your education has been based.
According to that doctrine, there is no God;
there is no soul in man; there is no reward
beyond the satisfaction of dally needs. Con-
sequently, toward the human being, com-
munism is cruel, infolerant, materialistic.

Later in his address he said: . =

The destiny of man is freedom and Justice,
under his Creator. Any ideology that denles
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this universal faith will ultimately perish or
be recast. This is the first great truth that
must underlie all our thinking, all our striv-
ing in this struggling world.

A second truth is that the fundamental
principles of human liberty and free gov-
ernment are powerful sources of human en-
ergy, loyalty, and dedication., They are
guides to enduring success. They are might-
fer than armaments and armies,

Mr. President, this speech in my judg-
ment is the finest presentation I have
seen of the underlying arguments sup-
porting the nonmilitary aspects of our
foreign-aid program.

Our Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee will presently write up the for-
eign-aid bill. It is my sincere hope that
we shall all so inform ourselves on the
merits of this proposed legislation that
we shall be able to cure the unfortunate
mistake made by the House committee
in slashing the bill recommended by the
administration by over $1 billion,

REMARKS BY HOWARD PYLE RE-
LATING TO UNEMPLOYMENT IN
DETROIT

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, on
Wednesday, May 23, I called the atten-
tion of the Senate to the remarks made
in Detroit by Howard Pyle, an assistant
to President Eisenhower.

Speaking to reporters in my State,
where unemployment has now climbed
to 220,000 persons, Mr, Pyle made the
“offhand” remark that “the right to suf-
fer is one of the joys of a free economy.”

Displaying more speed than it usually
does, the White House got Mr. Pyle to
“apologize” for his callous remark, In
so doing, Mr. Pyle compounded his error.
by deseribing fthe Michigan unemploy-
ment as “seasonal,” which I am sure is
news to the auto manufacturers. Mr.
Pyle might be interested in conservative
predictions that unemployment in Mich-
igan will “level off” at about 200,000 for
the rest of the year.

I might point out, also, that the cost
of living has gone up again, resulting in a
penny an hour wage increase for those
auto workers still on the job. This hard-
ly is a windfall for those still working,
but the cost-of-living rise makes things
just that much tougher for the many
thousands who are unemployed. .

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a number of editorials and ar-
ticles concerning the “right to suffer” re-
marks and Michigan unemployment be
printed in the Recorp at the conclusion
of my remarks.

There being no objection, the editorials
and articles were ordered to be printed in
the RECoORD, as follows:

[From Labor's Daily of May 25, 1956]
"RicHT To SUFFER"” No Joy To KENNEL DOGS

WasHINGTON.—The Labor Department’s ac-
tion in declaring Detroit and Flint depressed
areas apparently doesn't agree with the Re-
publican attitude toward the plight of laid-
off workers, declared Senator Parnick V. Mc-
Namara, Michigan, Democrat. MCNAMARA'S
statement was provoked by Howard Pyle, spe-
cial administrative assistant to President
Eilsenhower, who asserted this week:

“The right to suffer is one of the joys of a
free economy, just. as the right to prosper is.
But Michigan will come out of it, just as the
farmers are doing now."
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Predicting that Senators from the farm
States would be guick to challenge Pyle's
comments that the farmers are “coming out"
of their difficulties, McNAMaRa likened the re-
mark to one made just 2 years ago by Charles
E. Wilson, Secretary of Defense and former
president of General Motors, when he sald
that he liked “bird dogs” who went out and
scrounged for their food rather than those
who sat in the kennel and walted to be fed.

Pyle later issued an apology.

“Now it will be up to Mr. Wilson to see to
it that our idle Michigan plants receive Gov-
ernment contracts,” said McNamara. He
didn't think the 190,000 unemployed in Mich=-
igan are finding their situation joyful.

In Detroit, UAW President Walter Reuther
sald naming Detroit as a surplus labor area
must be followed by determined efforts to
have Government let contracts here. Hav-
ing a city reclassified is of no practical im-
portance unless it is followed up with a vig-
orous and determined effort to channel de=
fense work into such areas, Reuther said.

“What we need in the current situation is
fewer generalities from Washington and more
specific and tangible action that will produce
immediate results and provide job oppor-
tunities for the tens of thousands of people
who have been laid off,” he declared.

[From the New York Herald Tribune of May
25, 1956

MRr. PyYLE'S Foor

Howard Pyle, an administrative assistant
to President Eisenhower, was twice elected
Governor of Arizona after extensive cam-
palgn tours. Before that he was a radio
broadeaster, specializing in news commentary
and verse readings. So he is used to talking.
He talked too much last Tuesday in Detroit,
a city with an unemployment problem. He
sald that “the right to suffer is one of the
joys of a free economy, just as the right to
prosper is.” Walter Reuther of the AFL—
CIO didn't think the quip was very funny.
Neither do we. The best that can be said for
Mr. Pyle is that he was prompt to apologize
for what he called an “offhand” and “In-
formal” remark.

Needless to say, Mr. Pyle's statement
doesn’t reflect the beliefs of the administra-
tion. For all we know, it may not reflect his
own, for even older than the right to suffer is
the right to put your foot in your mouth.
It might be pertinent to recall, however, that
in 1950 Mr. Pyle told an interviewer that he
could talk forever about the beautiful deserts
and mountains of Arizona. For him, it might
not be a bad idea.

[From the Baltimore Sun of May 25, 1956]
UNGRACEFUL MR. PYLE

People are connecting what Mr. Howard
Pyle said about Detroit unemployment this
week with what Secretary of Defense Wilson
said 2 years ago. And there is a connection.
Mr, Pyle, a White House assistant, said that
the right to suffer was one of the joys of a
free economy. Secretary Wilson said that
he preferred bird dogs to kennel dogs, mean-
ing he liked people who looked for new jobs
more than he liked people who just sat home
and complained. Mr. Pyle was just as un-
graceful in his terminology as Mr. Wilson.
But both had In mind a quite legitimate
comment on the general subject of unem-
ployment.

This was the point that In a dynamic and
progressive society like ours it is good to
have people looking for new jobs. Full em-
ployment is accepted by all as a goal, but
the full-employment economists themselves
never wanted absolutely 100-percent em-
ployment. Always they assumed there would
be a steady, if narrow, margin of people shift-
ing from job to job, either because they had
lost their old job or were discontented with
it. The general impression was that only
with this steady search of new employment
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could working people get Into the niches
where they fitted best and so produced maxi-
mum economic efliciency.

This idea was worked into the very core
of the original Federal-State unemployment-
insurance programs. They eased unemploy-
ment, but also encouraged the unemployed
to seek new jobs. Now a newer concept has
come along, symbolized by the so-called
guaranteed annual-wage plans. In these
plans unemployment insurance is not a de-
vice encouraging the worker to find a new
job, but a way of financing him in idleness
until he can go back to the old job. People
who support GAW, as it is called, like Mr.
‘Walter Reuther, will be against references to
the older idea that a jobless man ought to
be encouraged to look for new work. Indeed,
it was Mr. Reuther who led the protest
against Mr. Wilson 2 years ago and who leads
it against Mr. Pyle now.

[From the Washington Post of May 25, 1956]
CaLL oN THE Docs

A court of law might not find Presidential
Assistant Howard Pyle guilty of treason for
his unwitting remark in Detroit, but the
Republican National Committee may. Mr.
Pyle committed the unpardonable political
error of sounding callous to the misfortune
of his fellow citizens. It is easy to under-
stand in context what Mr. Pyle meant when
he said that “the right to suffer is one of the
Joys of a free soclety,” and not even the
Democrats can think that Mr. Pyle really
endorses suffering as a joy. But the exchange
of political brickbats in an election year
takes place out of context, and Mr. Pyle has
handed his opponents a handy slogan., His
prompt and forthright apology hardly ex-
cuses his indiscretion, for as the former Re-
publican Governor of Arizona and a leader
of his party he should have known better.
No doubt the Democrats will be happy to
help banish Mr. Pyle to the doghouse—Sec-
retary Wilson's bird-dog house, that is,

[From the Pittsburgh Post-Gazette of

May 25, 1856]

THE RIGHT To SUFFER

For the second time, a high official of the
Eisenhower administration has had to ex-
plain away and apologize for an unfortunate
remark involving unemployed automobile
workers in the Detroit area.

First it was Defense Secretary Wilson who,
in October 1954, toll a Detroit news confer-
ence that he preferred the bird dog to the
kennel dog or, as he put it, “one who'll get
out and hunt for food rather than sit on his
fanny and yell.”

That unhappy analogy has now been
topped by Howard Pyle, an administrative as-
sistant to President Eisenhower and former
Governor of Arizona. With an Ineptness
bordering on genius, he told reporters in
Detroit this week that “the right to suffer
is one of the joys of a free economy, just
as the right to prosper is.”

Now Mr. Pyle is sorry. He has apologized
to anyone who may have been offended by
an offhand remark. We hope the unemployed
automobile workers will accept this attempt
to explain away an offhand remark.

It will be much harder, however, to ex-
plain away unemployment in the automo-
bile industry. And that is what Mr. Pyle's
remark points up.- This situation cannot be
dismissed as a slip of the tongue. Nor can
it long be camouflaged by such high-flown
economic phrases as “technical adjustment."”
The problem at issue is not a right either
to suffer or to prosper but a condition with
which responsible men should deal respon-
sibly and humanely.

[From the New York Post]
Famous Lost WoRps

Gather around, children, the journalism
class is meeting. Once again our subject is
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the tenderness accorded the blunders and
self-revelations of this Republican adminis-
tration by a big section of the United States
press.

The story began on Tuesday in Detroit
when Presidential Ald Howard Pyle delivered
his historic comment on the unemployment
crisis in the auto industry: “The right to
suffer is one of the joys of a free economy,
just as the right to prosper is."

His words received moderate mention in
the Detroit Times (a Hearst paper), Yet for
nearly 24 hours his statement remained un-
reported out of Detroit. Then UAW Presi-
dent Walter Reuther dispatched a hot tele-
gram to Ike, and in midafternoon Wednes-
day the press assoclations finally recognized
something had happened.

By late afternoon it became apparent that
the news might get around; and by the time
Pyle got back to Washington Wednesday
night, he was prepared to swallow his words,
He did so in a formal communique, apolo-
gizing to "anyone who may have been of-
fended.” The hardships of unemployment,
he had decided on second thought, “are not
pleasant for any of us.”

Now, by any rule in any book, it seemed
like news to us when a deputy to the Presi-
dent proclaimed “the right to suffer” as one
of the glories of our way of life. It seemed
even bigger news when the GOP strategists
so frantically persuaded him to change his
mind.

But on the basis of the performance of
most of the New York press, it looks as
though there was no cause for administra-
tion concern.  As of last night, 48 hours after
Pyle first spoke and 24 hours after the news
got out of Detroit, this was the coverage the
episode had received in the local gazettes:

New York Daily News: Zero.

New York Daily Mirror: Zero.

New York Journal-American: Zero.

World-Telegram and Sun: A one-para-
graph final-edition bulletin on page 1
Wednesday, suggesting great initial excite-
ment that faded into a six-paragraph story on
page 3 in Thursday’s first edition, and less as
the day wore on.

The Times and Herald Tribune: Dispatches
of modestly respectable length, quietly in-
terred on page 20 and page 11, respectively.

And that, kids, is another saga of a story
that was almost suppressed before it was
born and died in most places before it was
1 day old.

[From the New York Post]

PrROTESTS MOUNT OVER WHITE HOUSE ASSIST-
ANT'S RIGHT-TO-SUFFER CRACK
(By Robert G. Spivack)

WasHINGTON, May 25.—Adlai Stevenson
today joined the mounting protest over
Deputy Presidential Assistant Howard Pyle’s
observation that “the right to suffer is one
of the joys of a free economy.”

Stevenson, commenting on Pyle’s discus-
sion of the Detroit unemployment problem,
said:

“Such an attitude, I suggest, denies com=-
pletely the basic proposition upon which
the future of this society and economy of
ours depends.

“The proposition is that in growth, in full
use of our resources, in the expansion of our
economy is the full answer to the problems
we face.”

Representative TuMULTY, Democrat, of New
Jersey, said of Pyle:

“He should be given the opportunity of
enjoying his own philosophy. There is no
greater suffering that I can think of than
being separated from that condult of joy,
the public payroll.”

Louis Hollander, president of the New York
State CIO, sald that “it's inadvertent, un-
prepared, off-the-cuff remarks like these that
show what is in the hearts of the men who
are running this administration.”
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Representative Rooney, Democrat, of
Brooklyn, called Pyle's comments “just an-
other example of the facetious disregard
of the administration for people who work
by the sweat of their brow.”

TomuLTy waxed eloguent on the subject
of Pyle. “His speech was about as logical
as my saying that starving is good for you
as I wipe my mouth of whipped cream.

“The American people have once had the
pleasure that Mr. Pyle suggests. They ‘en-
Joyed' suffering under the last Republican
administration. Somehow the average man
has a twisted view when he goes through
this ‘joy’ of suffering. Sometimes he
changes doctors.

“Mr. Pyle ought to give .a graphie illus-
tration of the willingness of the ‘team’ to
suffer and practice what he preaches. As
for his ‘apology,’ I suppose he’ll now send
autographed pictures of Herbert Hoover to
every man on relief. I'd have had more
admiration for him if he had sald, ‘Well,
I said it and I'm glad."”

Pyle apologized Wednesday to anyone who
may have been offended by what he called
an offhand remark to a group of Detroit
newspapermen.,

[From the New York Post]

DeTroIT, May 25.—Michigan’s unemploy-
ment probably will average 200,000—one-
twelfth of its labor force—for the remainder
of the year, the Michigan Employment Secu-
rity Commission said today.

Current jobless rolls stand at 220,000, with
128,000 of the total in the metropolitan
Detroit area, which the Federal Government
has declared a region of critical unemploy-
ment, along with Flint and Monroe.

Henry Ford II, president, told stockholders
of the Ford Motor Co. at their first meeting
yesterday that the automobile business is
likely to get worse before it gets better this
year. -

Leonard Woodcock, vice president of the
United Auto Workers in charge of the Gen-
eral Motors. Division, estimated 90,000 GM
workers now are idle and predicted the figure
would go past 100,000 by the end of June,

TWO BRIGHT SPOTS

There were two bright economiec spots,
however. .

All auto, aviation, and farm equipment
workers, except those at Chrysler Corp., will
get a T-cent hourly wage increase June 1,
Chrysler workers got a 6-cent boost April 1.

One cent of the increase is to compensate
workers for the increased cost of living.,. A
6-cent hourly increase is provided annually
to compensate workers for technological ad-
vancements that provide less costly and more
efficient production.

‘The new 7 cents will raise to approximately
$2.19 hourly the average pay of auto workers
still on the job.

ARMY CONTRACTS

The Army's Ordnance Tank-Automotive
Command said it planned to award more
than $65 million in defense contracts in the
Detroit area in the next month,

Ford told his stockholders that retail sales
of automobiles will be down and profits sub~
stantially lower than last year, but he termed
prospects for the future as particularly
bright.

The State employment commission pre-
dicted Michigan’s peak employment will
come in late July or early August, periods in
which auto makers are expected to begin re-
calling workers for 1957 model production.
[From the Detroit Free Press of May 24, 1956]

UNITED STATES PLANS DETROIT-FLINT
Jos Am

(By Tom Nicholson)

Detrolt and Flint were classified Wednes-
day by the United States Department of La-
bor as areas of serious unemployment.
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The ruling means industries in the twoc
areas will get preferential treatment in the
placing of defense contracts.

Indications were, however, that the action
would have no immediate effect on reducing
unemployment—which totals 125,000 in De-
troit and 190,000 in Michigan.

Observers sald that it would take several
months, at least, to arrange the placing of
contracts and get into production.

The Labor Department estimated auto-
industry unemployment at 159,000,

Additional layoffs this week at Pontiae,
Fisher Body, and Chevrolet plants are ex-
pecled to increase this total to 164,000.

OTHER DEVELOPMENTS

1. Mayor Cobo said he would discuss with
Detroit industrialists ways to implement the
Labor Department ruling.

2, Governor Willlams said he would ask
Walker L. Cisler, chairman of the State
emergency industrial production commis-
sion, to devise a program for getting new
contracts,

The Governor's full-employment com-
mittee will meet here Thursday.

3. UAW President Walter P. Reuther sald
the reclassification order “is of no practical
importance unless it is followed up with a
vigorous and determined effort to channel
defense work into such areas.”

“What we need in the current situation is
less of generalities from Washington and
more specific and tangible action,” Reuther
said.

4. White House Assistant Howard Pyle
apologized for saylng, in connection with
Detroit unemployment, that “the right to
suffer is one of the joys of a free economy.”

He apologized after Reuther had severely
criticized his remark. Reuther's criticism
was wired to President Eisenhower.

Senator McNAMmArA, Democrat, of Michigan,
also assailed Pyle's remark and likened it to
Defense SBecretary Charles E. Wilson's “bird
dog” story.

*“I don't think our 190,000 unemployed
workers are very happy about this ‘right to
suffer’,"” sald MCNAMARA,

Pyle said of his remark:

“As for my offband comment on the Detroit
situation, which I made informally in the
company of several press representatives, I
apologize to anyone who may have been
offended by it."

Pyle had said of the unemployment situa-
tion:

“The right to suffer is one of the joys of
a free economy, just as the right to prosper is.
But Michigan will come out of it, just as the
farmers are doing now."

Pyle also reportedly termed Michigan's
current unemployment as “seasonal and
diminishing.”

Said Reuther: “UAW members, who are
laid off, find it difficult to smile at remarks
terming the ‘right to suffer’ as a ‘joy’ regard-
less of how facetiously such a statement
might have been meant.”

He said that unemployment—far from
being “seasonal and diminishing"—had in-
creased from 60,000 in January to 125,000
now in the Detroit area.

“Laid-off workers in Michigan and else-
where would be far more impressed by con-
crete actlon on the part of your administra-
tion to get them back to work than the
sending of court jesters to tell them that suf-
fering is really a joy,” Reuther said.

The Labor Department also classified
South Bend, Ind., and Kenosha, Wis., two
other automobile towns, as serious unem-
ployment areas.

Monroe, Marquette, Iron Mountaln, and
Escanaba have the same classifications.

Under the Government program, military
buyers may set aside portions of large pur-
chases if bidders in unemployment areas can
meet requirements.
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THE PRESIDENT’'S ACTION IN SIGN-
ING THE FARM BILL

Mr. CARLSON. = Mr. President, yester-
day afternoon, after I learned that the
President had signed the farm bill, I
wrote Secretary Benson as follows:

Max 28, 1956.
Hon. Ezra T. BENSON,
Secretary of Agriculture,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr Mr. SECRETARY: Now that the Presi-
dent has signed the recently approved farm
bill, I would urge that every effort be made
to make the provisions of the soil bank ap=-
plicable for 1956.

There are many areas in the Nation where
crops have not been planted and there are
also areas where, although the crops have
been planted, they have not been harvested.

Many individual farmers and county Farm
Bureau organizations have wired me urging
that this action be taken in order that the
farmers who can avail themselves of the soil
bank for 1956 be privileged to do so.

The financial situation of some farmers in
the great agricultural Midwest is such that I
feel this action will not only be of benefit to
the Individual farmer, but will lay the
groundwork for a greatly expanded soil-bank
program next year.

With kindest regards.

Sincerely yours,
Franx CARLSON.

Mr. President, this morning I have dis-
cussed this matter with the Secretary of
Agriculture. I am pleased to note that
the matter is being given every consid-
eration at the present time.

FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1956

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there further morning business? If not,
morning business is closed, and the
Chair lays before the Senate the pending
business.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 10660) to amend and
supplement the Federal-Aid Road Act
approved July 11, 1916, to authorize ap-
propriations for continuing the con-
struction of highways; to amend the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide
additional revenue from the taxes on
motor fuel, tires, and trucks and buses;
and for other purposes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. CuAVEZ], inserting on page 49 of the
committee amendment, after line 24, a
provision relating to the prevailing
wage.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr, President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will eall the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Without objection, it is so ordered.

The question is on agreeinz to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. Cuavez] to the amend-
ment of the Committee on Public Works,
on page 49, after line 24.

The time is now under the control of
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
cuavezl and the minority leader or
acting minority leader.
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Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
yield 15 minutes to the Senator from
Virginia [Mr. Byrol.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, with re-
spect to the pending bill the Senate Fi-
nance Committee has approved title II,
to finance the highway program, with-
out making provision for the increased
cost occasioned by the Davis-Bacon
amendment, if it should be adopted. If
this amendment is adopted, it will be
necessary to give further consideration to
the question of obtaining increasec reve-
nue to pay the additional cost. By a
conservative estimate adoption of the
Davis-Bacon amendment will cost be-
tween $4 billion and $5 billion additional.
Last year the Davis-Bacon amendment
was deleted by the Senate from the high-
way bill then pending.

From a practical standpoint, it is an
absurdity to say that a scale of wages
can be applicable to the Interstate Sys-
tem and not apply to other road con-
struetion. The practical effect will be
that the same scale of wages will have
to be paid in all programs—Federal,
State, and county—as many of these
roads are side by side.

The amendment, if adopted, would
bring about one of the greatest concen-
trations of power in Washington yet
authorized, as the impact of this author-
ity on the Federal Government would be
felt in practically every line of business.

This is a field in which the States
could act if they so desired, but it is
not a function of the Federal Govern-
ment. As a matter of fact, 30 States
have prevailing wages law.

The widely publicized purpose of this
highway bill is to build the greatest
Interstate System of roads on the fastest
schedule for safety, economic expansion,
and defense.

The effect of this amendment would be
to build less mileage at a slower rate, and
at a higher cost.

It would upset wage rates and local
economies from coast to coast.

It would increase the cost of all other
road construction programs and reduce
mileage.

It would disorganize practically every
state highway department in the country
as I shall show in a few moments by
communications from State highway de-
partments. State highway departments
are generally conceded to be among the
most efficient of all public agencies.

This amendment would concentrate in
Washington bureaucracy without appeal
the power to veto collective bargaining
agreements and State prevailing wage
laws. Let us understand that no appeal
could be taken from the prevailing wages
fixed by the Secretary of Labor. No
matter how wrong they were, nothing
could be done about it. The determina-
tion would not be reviewed by the courts.

Under the so-called Davis-Bacon
amendment employees would be paid
wages at rates not less than those pre-
vailing on the same kind of work on
similar construction in the immediate
locality as determined by the Federal
Secretary of Labor in accordance with
the Davis-Bacon Act. However, the de-
termination would be left exclusively and
entirely to the Secretary of Labor.
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The policy of this bill is to pay for the
Interstate System by increased highway
user taxes. Title I of the bill does not
contemplate universal payment of Davis-
Bacon rates, and title II does not raise
revenue sufficient to build the system
at Davis-Bacon rates.

The Bureau of Public Roads has re-
affirmed this statement as late as yes-
terday.

If Davis-Bacon rates are fixed, they
will mean either less roads or increased
taxes.

The cost of the Interstate System as
contemplated in the bill is based on labor
rates being paid eurrently by the several
States. On this basis it is officially esti-
mated that labor costs will run to ap-
proximately 40 percent of the total cost.
I am advised by Federal highway experts
that universal application of Davis-
Bacon rates would increase the cost of
labor on this system alone by approxi-
mately 30 percent. This would mean an
increase in the overall cost of the Inter-
state System of between 10 and 20 per=
cent. The new taxes in title II would
have to be raised to cover this deficit.

The rates fixed on the Interstate Sys-
tem necessarily have an impact on other
road construction.

An example of how this Davis-Bacon
Act works recently came under my per-

sonal observation. Employees hired for:

construction of a hospital in my relative-
ly small city of Winchester had to be paid
at rates prevailing in the metropolitan
area of Washington, D. C., 75 miles away,
although the prevailing rates in Win-
chester were much less than the prevail-
ing rates in Washington. The rate was
fixed arbitrarily by the Federal Secretary
of Labor here in the midst of Federal
bureaucracy at Washington in accord-
ance with the Davis-Bacon Act. Al-
though protests were made the Secretary
of Labor insisted upon these exorbitant
rates, using the Washington scale of
wages and not the scale of wages prevail-
ing in the city of Winchester.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr.
will the Senator yield?

Mr. BYRD. Iyield.

Mr. ROBERTSON. The point which
the distinguished senior Senator from
Virginia is making, as to how the pro-
posed amendment would increase the
cost of all roadwork in Virginia, was well
illustrated to me last Monday, when I
visited the site of the new Air Force
Academy near Colorado Springs. The
Congress authorized a total expenditure
of $125 million for the Air Force
Academy. The Government fixed pre-
vailing wage for bricklayers, stone
masons, plumbers, and electricians at
$3.50 an hour, but there was such a short-
age of labor in that area that the unions
demanded and got $3.75 an hour, which
means $30 a day for the normal 40-hour
week: $45 a day for Saturdays; and $60
a day for Sundays. The Government re-
quires all contractors who are falling be-
hind in fulfilling their contracts to work
both Saturdays and Sundays.

Mr. BYRD. I thank my colleague.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a brief comment?

Mr. BYRD. I yield.

Mr. CHAVEZ. It is true that wages
are high throughout the country. How-
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ever, who would have them otherwise?
I will ask the junior Senator from Vir-
ginia: How much would a man who
makes $15 a week be able to spend at a
country store in Virginia in comparison
with a man who makes $45 a week?

Mr. ROBERTSON. With all due def-
erence to the Senator, he is speaking
about what a man makes a week, and
I am speaking about what a man makes
a day. How can anyone in private in-
dustry build a home or a business build-
ing with a labor cost of $45 a day or
$60 a day?

Mr, CHAVEZ. If the Senator from
Virginia will look at the Federal Housing
Administration operations, he will find
that a great many homes are being built
in Denver and in Colorado Springs, and
even in my own State. If people cannot
afford homes, how can they build them?
It is necessary to have the money to
pay for them. The purpose of the Dawis=
Bacon Act is to protect human beings
and to help them maintain an American
standard of living. i

Mr. ROBERTSON. In the area re-
ferred to by the Senator I have seen.
hundreds of trailers being used as homes,
because people cannot afford to build
homes in view of the extremely high
wages which must be paid. There is an
acute shortage of homes in the Colorado
Springs area, in the Denver area, and
in the Pueblo area, and in all the indus-
trial areas of Colorado where there has
been a remarkable increase in popula-
tion, indeed, probably the largest per-
centage increase in the whole country.
There is an acute shortage of homes, and
we are going to make it even more acute
by setting a wage standard on Govern-
ment projects which the home builder
cannot meet.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a brief comment?

Mr. BYRD. For a brief comment;
yes. . I do not have very much time re-
maining. Perhaps I will be able to get
some additional time.

Mr. MCNAMARA. It has been indi-
cated in this debate that the situation
referred to is somehow connected with
the Davis-Bacon Act. Contractors are
paying the high wages referred to be-
cause of economic conditions, not be-
cause of the Davis-Bacon Act. They
have their men work Saturdays and
Sundays in order to attract people to the
job. If the Davis-Bacon Act called for
a wage of $1.50, the contractors in the
area mentioned would still have to pay
the high wages cited. I do not see how
all that has any bearing on the question
before the Senate,

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I have re-
cently received communications from
the highway commissions of 29 States.
I believe the State highway commissions
are the best judges of what the effect of
the Davis-Bacon Act provisions would
be.

From Alabama, H. L. Nelson, highway
director:

Policy followed by United States Labor
Department in establishing labor rates for
highway work under Davis-Bacon Act results
in urban union rates being applied to large
rural areas. * * * Will result in substantial
increase in cost.
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From Arkansas, Herbert Eldridge, di-
rector highway department:

If Federal Government usurps BStates
rights and includes Bacon-Davis provisions
in highway bill it is estimated that highway
costs in Arkansas will be increased by 38 per-
cent.

From Colorado, Mark U. Watrous,
chief engineer, department of highways:

Full protection given labor under State
statute and only possible effect Davis-Bacon
Act would be delay and increased cost by
application of arbitrary rules which would
prevent local employment on projects out-
side of large urban areas.

From Delaware, R. A. Haber, chief
engineer, highway department:

The Delaware State Highway Department
has gone on record as opposing * * * the
Davis-Bacon wage rate legislation.

From Florida, Wilbur E. Jones, chair-
man, State road board:

Estimates are that highway construction
costs in Florida would be increased from 15
to 30 percent by Davis-Bacon provision.
There would be additional administrative ex-
pense at Federal and State levels for enforce-
ment. Such a provision would seriously dis-
rupt local labor markets. It would cause a
ridiculous situation with two wage scales be-
ing pald on road comstruction in the same
community, ete.

From Georgia, W. A. Blasingame,
chairman, State highway board:

Inclusion of Davis-Bacon provisions in the
Federal Highway Act could increase cost of
work to State of Georgia approximately 12
percent -from calculated estimates. This
could result in a program loss of approxi-
mately $44 million during the next 3 fiscal
years and a further increasing loss there-
after. It would create an atmosphere of
uncertain labor costs on all projects, regular
Federal-aid, State ald, as well as interstate.

From Iowa, Russell F. Lundy, chair-
man, State highway commission:

Indications are that as far as we can de-
termine Davis-Bacon will increase our con-
struction costs approximately 20 percent.

From Kansas, F. E. Harwi, Jr., director
of highways: 3

Estimate the probable effect of Davis-
Bacon * * * in this State would be at least
10 percent increase in total costs of projects.

From Louisiana, Grady Carlisle,
assistant to director, department of high-
ways:

It appears labor costs would be increased
from 15 to 25 percent if the Davis-Bacon re-
gquirements are met. * * * If we are re-
quired to meet the Davis-Bacon require-
ments it will be but a short time before this
increase will spread to all highway construe-
tion in the State, as our larger contractors
frequently are working on several projects
simultaneously in order to efficiently utilize
their equipment and men.

That confirms the opinion I have ex-
pressed, that application of the Davis-
Bacon rates to the Interstate System
would undoubtedly be followed by the
application of those rates tuv other road
work in the same areas.

From Maine, David H. Stevens, chair-
man, State highway commission:

There would appear to be a possibility that
inclusion of ‘the Davis-Bacon provision in
the highway bill would increase highway
costs in this State from 15 percent to 20
percent.
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From Maryland, Russell H. McCain,
chairman, State roads commission:

Maryland State Roads Commission feels
wage scales should be left to the States
rather than having same written into Fed-
eral act.

From Massachusetts, John A. Volpe,
commissioner, Massachusetts Depart-
ment of Public Works:

Our opposition to Davis-Bacon Act being
included in any Federal highway bill is not
concerned with costs, but we believe the
labor matters should be left with the States.
We have good labor laws, good means of
administering them, and our relationship
with labor has always been excellent. We
feel that these conditions can be continued
better under State administration rather
than Federal.

From Missouri, Rex M. Whitton, chief
engineer, Missouri State Highway De-
partment:

Antlcipate an increase in highway costs
in Missourl under Davis-Bacon provision,
Factual estimate of probable increase im-
possible; could be negligible or considerable,
depending on administrative procedure. A
realistic wage determination at the State
level is highly desirable.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
time of the Senator from Virginia has
expired.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Does the Senator
from Virginia need additional time?

Mr. BYRD. I believe the Senator from
New Mexico will yield to me some of his
time.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I shall be glad to yield
10 minutes of my time to the Senator
from Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. From Montana, Scott P.
Hart, State highway engineer:

We believe existing State laws give labor
equal wage scale protection to that which
Davis-Bacon would afford. Construction
costs would therefore not be affected one
way or the other. We prefer State sover-
eignty. However, in matters of this nature,
would prefer to see enforcement handled by
Btate rather than by Federal authorities with
the bureaucratic confusion and attendant
and unnecess'ry expense which the latter
plan would involve.

From Nebraska, L. N. Ress, State engi-
neer, department of roads and irriga-
tion:

Construction costs on the Interstate Sys-
tem in Nebraska will be increased an estl-
mated 10 to 15 percent by the application of
the Davis-Bacon provisions. Wage rates
will be increased from 15 percent in the
common labor class to 60 percent in the
skilled labor class. A delay in implementa-
tion of the interstate program is anticipated
due to the necessity of wage rate determina-
tions by the SBecretary of Labor.

From New Mexico, Ira B. Miller, oper-
ations engineer, State highway depart-
ment:

Davis-Bacon provision would increase
highway costs iu New Mexico b percent or
more. Minimum-pay schedules would be
raised in some areas. A varying minimum-
pay schedule for each highway project would
seriously hamper the cost-accounting sys-
tem now in use by New Mexico contractors
and would increase costs. Preparation of
T ¥ docur ts to comply with Davis-
Bacon provisions would result in unneces-
sary expenditure of funds by the highway
department and would cause a time lag in
contract letting.
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From North Carolina, A. H. Graham,
chairman, State hichway commission:

Strongly oppose inclusion of Davis-Bacon
section. Will cause increase in wages and
materials. If added would make cost of road
construction entirely out of line with our
present economic wage scale and would pre=
vent completion of contemplated job with
funds appropriated.

From North Dakota, S. W. Thompson,
State highway commissioner:

Cost of Federal construction in North Da=
kota under Davis-Bacon provision is 15 to 25
percent over labor costs on State construc-
tion. No labor trouble experienced under
existing State laws. We urge elimination of
Davis-Bacon provision in highway bill,

From New Hampshire, John O. Mor-
ton, commissioner, department of publie
works and highways:

Incorporation of Davis-Bacon provision in
highway bill will seriously affect costs of all
types of public construction in this State.
Our local laws have proved to be fair and sat=
isfactory. Federal funds will constitute
about 20 percent of this State’s highway pro-
gram. Davis-Bacon provision would permit
Federal wage rates to spread to the remain-
ing 80 percent of the highway program plus
all types of other public improvements.

From Ohio, S. O. Linzell, director, de=
partment of highways:

Federal supervision of prevailing-wage laws
on highway contracts probably would result
in additional delays in putting work under
contract and superimpose additional admin-
istrative control, duplicating work that is
already done by State administrative agen=-
cles. ‘

From Oklahoma, C. A. Stoldt, director,
department of highways:

A recent check indicates that labor costs
on highway construction would be increased
a minimum of 25 percent if this section is
included in the bill. Predetermining wages
by the Department of Labor could not be
applied solely to contracts on the Interstate
System, but if required there, would have to
be applied to all other highway contracts let.

From South Carolina, C. R. McMillan,
chief highway commissioner:

Passage of Davis-Bacon Act would be detri-
mental to highway progress in South Caro=-
lina. Because of encroachment of States’
traditional rights and of increase in con=-
struction and administrative costs, strongly
urge wage determination by responsibility of
each State.

From South Dakota, Charles J. Dal-
thorp, director, department of highways:

Officials of South Dakota estimate that the
Bacon-Davis provision in highway contracts
will increase cost by 80 percent.

From Texas, D. C. Greer, State high-
way engineer:

Application of Davis-Bacon law in setting
the wage rates for use on highway construc-
tion will no doubt result in higher labor
costs. It is not possible to give a very close
estimate of the amount of increases; how=-
ever, we believe the initial increase would be
about 15 percent and would continue to in-
crease to approximately 30 percent. * *. *
Based on annual construction expenditure in
Texas * * * it appears that application of
the Davis-Bacon law would cause an increase
in cost of at least $14.4 million per year, and
within a short time the additional cost would
probably climb to $28 million per year.
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From Utah, E. G. Johnson, chief engi-
neer, State road commission:

Davis-Bacon Act in highway bill would in-
crease the highway cost in the State of Utah.

From Vermont, William Poeter, com-
missioner of highways:

Davis-Bacon provision will double our
present road-construction costs. Total con-
struction costs would increase 22 percent,
meaning Vermont will be able to build 18
percent less roads per dollar of expenditures
on construction.

From Virginia, J. A. Anderson, com-
missioner, department of highways:

Davis-Bacon amendment may increase la-
bor cost from 20 to 25 percent resulting n
overall increage in construction cost of ap-
proximately 10 percent or 9 million if ex-
panded highway program is passed.

From West Virginia, Burl A. Sawyers,
State road commissioner:

There is no way to determine the effect of
Davis-Bacon on highway costs in West Vir-
ginia as we cannot assume action of Secre-
tary of Labor. However, we believe it would
increase cost of highway construction in this
State between 10 and 20 percent.

From Wyoming, J. R. Bromley, super-
intendent, Wyoming Highway Depart-
ment:

Davis-Bacon Act will increase cost and pro-
vide less miles of highway. It will provide
the probability of delays in contracting, and
tend to restrict small contractors and use of

_local labor, Administration of labor regula-
tions should be left to the State.

Mr. President, these communications
have come from 29 States. Officials in
12 States said the Davis-Bacon Act
would have no effect in their States.

The estimates of cost submitted in
connection with the program proposed in
this bill do not contemplate wages at
Davis-Bacon rates. Those who are to
carry out the program estimate appli-
cation of Davis-Bacon will increase costs
in this program all the way up to 38
percent in one State. It is generally
indicated costs will be increased from 10
to 20 percent in most States. If this
amendment is adopted, the revenue pro-
vided in title IT will be far from sufficient
to finance the program.

The State highway officials have indi-
cated further that its application to this
program will increase the cost in other
programs. Under these circumstances,
there are two alternatives:

First. Curtail all highway programs;
and

Second. Increase both Federal and
State highway-user taxes up and down
the line again.

I submit that any benefits which may

be achieved do not justify either alterna- .

tive. Therefore, the amendment should
be rejected.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will
. the Senator from Virginia yield?

Mr. BYRD. 1 yield.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I
should like to ask the Senator from
Virginia if he has a statement with
reference to Eansas.

Mr. BYRD. Yes.

Mr. CARLSON. Would the Senator
mind reading it?
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Mr. BYRD. Itisfrom F.E. Harwi, Jr.,
director of highways, reading as follows:

Estimate the probable effect of Davis-Bacon
* » » in this State would be at least 10
percent increase in total cost of projects.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, if the
Senator from Virginia will yield further,
I wish to say that we have in Kansas a
very fine, outstanding highway depart-
ment, and I was interested to have their
views on this particular amendment and
the cost to the State.

Personally, I would oppose any legisla-
tion which would in any way reduce labor
standards and wages in my State. On
the other hand, I would definitely object
to legislation which would permit some
regional labor office setting the wage
standards. I shall do everything in my
power to protect the prevailing wages in
my State. We have good wages and
good labor conditions.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from Virginia 1
additional minute on the bill.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, while I
am very much opposed to Federal con-
trol of local wage scales, I would agree
to legislation under which the States
would establish wage scales on road con-
struction.

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Virginia yield?

Mr. BYRD. 1 yield.

Mr. DANIEL. Does the Senator in-
tend to offer an amendment, if the pend-
ing amendment is defeated? .

Mr. BYRD. I understand such an
amendment will be offered.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the junior Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. WOFFORD].

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I
shall like to make a few observations
regarding the Davis-Bacon provision
and its sought-for application to the
Federal highways bill.

First of all, I feel that we should re-
define the term which has been com-
monly used with reference to the Davis-
Bacon Act. Under this act the Secretary
of Labor is charged with the duty of de-
termining the prevailing wage in a com-
munity for the purpose of a Federal
project or a federally assisted project.
The Secretary has wide discretion in
making such a determination. He is not
limited to any definite ar=a around the
community in arriving at his decision.
He may survey far and wide if he so
desires.

The result of this latitude of diseretion
has been that the Secretary has, in too
many instances, arrived at determina-
tions of unprevailing wage scales instead
of prevailing rates. My impression is
that the Secretary has been remarkably
unsuccessful in learning the actual pre-
vailing scales of wages paid in the com-
munities of this Nation.

In many cases the unions representing
workmen have complained that the
scales have been set lower for the com-
munity in which the work was being
done than rates for other projects. On
the other hand, there have been numer-
ous cases in which contractors charged
the Secretary with fixing unrealistically
high scales of wages for certain com-
munities.,
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The passage of the highway bill with
the Davis-Bacon provision certainly
would greatly increase the load of work
of the Department of Labor. The Secre-
tary would have to make many thousands
more wage-scale determinations each
year than he now has to make. The
number of complaints now being heard
about Davis-Bacon determinations would
increase with the number of projects
considered.

No bureaucrat in Washingion can be
expected to be able to determine accu-
rately what the prevailing scale of wages
is at some distant point in the country.
Despite all the statistics he might assem-
ble, he could not be familiar with the
details of what to him might be small
problems in small communities.

But what might be small problems to
the Secretary of Labor might well be of
sufficient importance in a small com-
munity to disrupt the entire economic
balance of the community,

No one man should have the power to
fix what he says is a fair wage—a power
irom which there is no appeal.

In this country we believe in the right
of the individual and the right of a union
representing individuals to negotiate
agreements with employers without un-
necessary governmental influence. I
cannot believe that many workmen would
accept employment on a highway-con-
struction project unless they were paid
the actual prevailing wage for the type
work being performed.

Because of the many complex prob-
lems in connection with wage-scale sur-
veys throughout the country, I cannot
believe that a bureaucrat in Washington
can find out more about the wages pre-
vailing in South Carolina, or any other
State, than the workmen, the contrac-
tors, and the State highway department
officials.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
time of the Senator from South Carolina
has expired.

Mr. GORE. Mr, President, I yield to
the Senator from South Carolina 5 min-
utes on the bill.

Mr. WOFFORD. 1 thank the Senator
from Tennessee,

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WOFFORD. I yield.

Mr. GORE. T take this opportunity
to express my pleasure in serving with
the distinguished junior Senator from
South Carolina, and to say that in the
comparatively brief period in which he
has served in the Senate he has im-
pressed his colleagues with his diligence,
his ability, and his sincerity.

Mr, WOFFORD. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Tennessee.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from South Carolina is recog-
nized for 5 additional minutes.

Mr. WOFFORD. Recently I received
a copy of a letter from a confractor en-
gaged on a Federal project in South Car-
olina. This contractor was writing to the
Solicitor of the Labor Department. The
contractor refused to sign a statement
saying that the wages set by the Labor
Department for his project represented
the prevailing wages in the community.
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He suggested to the Labor Department
that it “determine the prevailing wages
by confirmations from local businesses
from whom such rates should be secured
and not from the false rates as set by
your Department.”

Back in 1951, when the H-bomb plant
was constructed in South Carolina, I re-
call the furor which ensued over the de-
termination of wage scales by the Secre-
tary of Labor. Senators can visualize
the confusion which grew out of the orig-
inal determinations of wages at rates
being paid in Atlanta, a metropolis 300
miles away, instead of at rates being
paid in the several large cities much
nearer the project.

More recently, I am informed that
wage scales established for Federal proj-
ects in my State vary from the actual
prevailing rates by as much as from 5 to
37 percent.

Not only would additional chaos be
created in the United States Depart-
ment of Labor by applying the Davis-
Bacon provision to the highways bill; the
provision would also disrupt non-Federal
highway construction in the States. Itis
not difficult to realize the problems which
State highway administrators would face
if they were forced to apply one wage
scale to Federal projects and another
scale to State projects nearby.

A loss of from two to four billion dol-
lars’ worth of highways by virtue of in-
creased costs is estimated if the Davis-
Bacon provision is applied to the bill.
I do not believe the taxpayers of this
country want Congress to enact a pro-
vision which would deprive them of
badly needed miles of highways. Neither
do I believe the American taxpayers
want Congress to approve the expendi-
ture of more funds than are necessary to
secure the best highways possible, what-
ever the reason.

If we approve the Davis-Bacon amend-
ment to the highways bill, then we ought
to rename the act. We ought to call it
a guide on how to gouge the taxpayers.

Almost a half century has passed since
the first Federal aid bill for highways
was passed by Congress. In that period
the State highway administrators have
done outstanding work on carrying for-
ward the Federal highways program
within the limits of their funds. No rea-
son has been given why Congress should
take away from them the authority to
conduct the construction program when
they will have more money to build more
roads.

The application of the Davis-Bacon
Act to the highway construction pro-
gram would mean that every dollar col-
lected in taxes for this purpose would
immediately be worth less than its al-
ready shrunken value. We would be
applying the principle of soak the tax-
payers so that more could be spent to
build fewer roads per dollar. I am op-
posed to any such principle.

What we ought to be trying to do is to
build as many good highways as possible
for every dollar collected from the tax-
payers.

The American taxpayers are tired of
being robbed. They want to have some
of the water squeezed out of Federal
programs. If we use common sense,
sound economy, and good government,
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we will apply democracy instead of bu-
reaucracy to the proposed legislation.
We will throw out the Davis-Bacon pro-
vision instead of throwing up our hands
and yielding to pressure for its enact-
ment.

The attempts of the proponents of the
Davis-Bacon provision to impose such
Federal controls on the highway pro-
gram is another illustration of the fact
that control goes with the purse strings.
It is further proof that we who are wary
of Federal-aid-to-education bills, and
other similar schemes, have good reason
for our fears.

Congress should have no concern with
special interests.

I hope the Senate will consider the
public interest and reject the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
time of the Senator from South Carolina
has expired.

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Tennessee yield me 2
additional minutes?

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from South Carolina 2 ad-
ditional minutes on the bill.

Mr. WOFFORD. I thank the Senator
from Tennessee.

We have no obligation to .the unions
and none to the contractors. Our obli-
gation is to the public—to make certain
that every mile of road possible is built
for every dollar spent under the pro-
gram. The millions of highway users
have a greater stake in the use of their
tax dollars than either the workmen or
the contractors who construct the high-
ways. Both of the latter are already
protected by laws passed by Congress
and tested in the courts.

The only protection the taxpaying
publie has regarding the construction of
this vast network of highways is the pro-
tection which will be provided by the
passage of a sound bill—a bill free of
costly plums.

Let me recapitulate briefly some of the
reasons why the Davis-Bacon Act should
not be applied to the bill:

First. The economy of local communi-
ties, particularly rural communities,
should not be disrupted.

Second. Federal redtape should not be
allowed to delay and confuse the con-
struction program.

Third. Free bargaining should be per-
mitted between labor and management
under the laws already regulating such
activities,

Fourth. Each State’s right to carry out
the best program possible should not be
interfered with by Federal purse-string
control.

Fifth. Highway construction costs
should be kept as reasonable as possible
instead of being inflated by artificial
wage-scale fixing.

Sixth. The public interest is a greater
interest than any other.

I cannot disregard the factors I have
cited here. I shall vote against the
amendment, and I hope the Senate will
reject it.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished junior Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, asa
member of the Committee on Public
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Works, I support the amendment offered
by the chairman of the committee, the
distinguished Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. CravEz], to include the Davis-Bacon
prevailing-wage provision to the high-
way bill now under consideration.

I think we should consider the amend-
ment temporarily and in view of the fact
that, after all, the Davis-Bacon Act now
applies to all contracts for direct Federal
construction, as well as to contracts for
schools, hospitals, housing, airports, and
other facilities constructed with Federal-
aid funds. Certainly it would not be
logical for the Senate to fail to include
the Davis-Bacon provision in a bill pro-
viding for the construction of an inter-
state road system for which the Fed-
era.lt Government will pay a full 90 per-
cent.

Let me call to the attention of the Sen-
ate the fact that under the Federal Air=
port Act, the normal Federal contribu-
tion varies only from 50 to 62 percent.
Yet the Davis-Bacon prevailing wage
provisions apply to the Airport Construc-
tion Act.

Under the Hill-Burton Federal Act,
providing funds for hospitals, an act
which aided them so generously and
which was of such value in the construe=-
tion of hospitals throughout the Nation,
the Federal share usually runs between
33 and 66 percent. Yet I do not think
there has been a great deal of contro-
versy over applying the prevailing wage
standards to the Hospital Act.

So far as the School Construction Act
is concerned, under which compliance
with the Davis-Bacon provision is re-
quired, the Federal contribution varies,
but hardly ever reaches 90 percent, and
often is below 50 percent.

To those particular Federal acts, in
connection with which the amount con-
tributed by the Federal Government is
far less than 90 percent—and 90 percent
is the amount the Federal Government
will contribute to the interstate road sys-
tem—the Davis-Bacon Act applies.
Therefore, it seems to me logical that it
also should apply to the interstate road
system.

I have heard with interest some very
able speeches, in which it has been as-
serted that if the Davis-Bacon provision
were added to the road bill, it would re-
sult in adding to the cost of the roads.
Conversely, it might just as logically be
argued that if the men working on the
roads were paid only 10 cents an hour, it
would result in a lower cost and that
more roads could be built.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think some of us
who oppose the application of the Davis-
Bacon Act to the road program do not
oppose it because of the principle of the
prevailing wage, but because we believe
the Secretary of Labor is not an impar=
tial agent for determining what is the
prevailing wage. If a system could be
adopted whereby the Federal Govern-
ment and the State could participate in
the decision as to what is the prevailing
wage, it would satisfy some of those who
have no opposition to the principle of the
prevailing wage, but who believe that
the Secretary of Labor is partisan and
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has no real interest in knowing what the
prevailing wage is in any particular com-
munity.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I may say to the
Senator from Arkansas that perhaps the
experience in his State has been dif-

. ferent from that in my State; but in my
State there has been no major contro-
versy over the rulings of the Secretary
of Labor with respect to prevailing wages
on facilities constructed with Fede_ral
aid. Furthermore, the States are going
to pay very little toward the cost of the
jnterstate road system. The Federal
Government will pay 90 percent of the
cost of the Interstate System, under the
bill now before the Senate—even as
much as 95 percent.

_ Mr. FULBRIGHT. That isa very su-
perficial distinction, because the States
ultimately will pay all the costs of both
programs. But in answer to the first
part of the Senator’s statement, I should
like to point out exactly what happened
in the construction of the Bull Shoals
Dam. The Secretary used, as the basis
for determining the prevailing wage, the
rate paid in a city 100 miles away, which
was very unrealistic, because the dam
was built in an undeveloped area, and
the conditions there were very different
from those which prevailed in the ecity
which he used as the basic area for de-
termining what was the prevailing wage.

The point I wish to make is that I have
no objection to the principle of prevail-
ing wage. I think it is a proper one. I
am for it. But I do object to using an
agent who is really and admittedly parti-
san in this matter. The Secretary of
labor no longer intends to take an im-
partial view of labor matters. He repre-
sents labor, which is all right; but I do
not wish to give him the judicial func-
tion of determining a fact which it is
beyond his personal knowledge and in-
terest to know. The prevailing wage
~would be fixed under a system which
would result in an erroneous finding.

I should like to suggest that in that
decision someone representing the State
could participate along with the Sec-
retary in determining the facts. I would
be agreeable to such a program.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? !

Mr. NEUBERGER. I yield to the
chairman of the committee.

Mr. CHAVEZ. In answer to the Sen-
ator from Arkansas, I wish to say that
the Committee on Public Works consid-
ered all the factors which he has men-
tioned. We have a little faith in the
Secretary of Labor in the Eisenhower
administration. We think he will be
able to make a fair decision. If he can-
not make such a decision, he should not
be there.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
time of the Senator from Oregon has
expired.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield 5
additional minutes on the bill to the
Senator from Oregon.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, if
the Senator will yield, I want to make
it clear that I am not applying my re-
marks to the present Secretary of La-
bor’s position. There is nothing per-
sonal in what I am saying. Former
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Secretary Tobin was a fine man, but I
had many conferences with him. I
think he really made no great pretense
of taking an impartial view. He was for
labor. He not only was for labor, but
he was for Boston labor. He did every-
thing he could to protect Boston labor.

Mr. CHAVEZ. To me, it was not a
question of defending the present Sec-
retary of Labor. I was trying to say
that, whether the Secretary of Labor be
Tobin, Perkins, or anyone else, there
should be a certain amount of faith by
the American people that the Secretary
of Labor will take into consideration the
rights of labor. That is all the Davis-
Bacon Act, in my opinion, does.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I should like to
call this to the attention of the Senator
from Arkansas. Although I do not have
the exact dates before me, it is my un-
derstanding that the Davis-Bacon prin-
ciple has been a part of the law of the
land since about 1931, just before Presi-
dent Hoover left office. The principle
has been applied to airports, schools,
housing, hospitals, and other facilities
constructed with the aid of Federal
funds. If the Davis-Bacon provision
has not worked out well, or if it should
be changed, why have not its opponents
brought in proposals to amend it so as
to have another so-called impartial au-
thority make wage determinations? It
seems to me it is a very poor time to
bring that question up when we merely
wish to extend to the construction of
roads the same principle which presently
applies to the construction of hospitals,
schools, airports——

Mr. CHAVEZ. And libraries.

Mr. NEUBERGER. And other facili-
ties constructed with Federal funds.
Furthermore, the Federal Government,
as now provided in the bill, will pay a far
greater percentage of Federal funds for
the construction of roads than it con-
tributes toward construction of other
installations over which the Davis-
Bacon 7rule prevails. If the Davis-
Bacon rule has failed to work out right,
why have not its critics brought in sug-
gestions for changing its operation over
the last 25 years?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. This is not the
first instance in which principles have
been ignored or in which no one-has
bothered to pay particular attention
until a measure which is very large or
which has a great impact on a particular
community is brought up for considera-
tion. As the Senator knows, this is an
enormous program. It is far greater
than was the library program or any
other he has mentioned. For instance,
the library program had no impact on
my own State, or any other State, and
no one really became excited about it.
The program before the Senate is so
large that it will mean a great deal. I
am referring to the administration of it,
and it strikes me as a matter of great
importance. This being a joint program,
I see no reason why we should seek to
exclude State participation in a matter
peculiarly within the knowledge of the
local people. That is the prevailing wage
in that locality, not the prevailing wage
in Boston or New York or the District of
Columbia. The prevailing wage in other
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places is not the guestion. The question
is what is the prevailing wage in the
locality.

Ido not see why the Senator from Ore-
gon objects to the participation of State
authorities in that connection.

Mr. NEUBERGER. If the Senator
from Arkansas believes the State should
participate in the determination of the
wages paid under the Davis-Bacon Act,
then the thing for the Senator from Ar-
kansas to do is to bring in, following this
discussion, a general amendment to the
Davis-Bacon Act, and let it be consid-
ered by the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare or some other appropri-
ate committee.

But inasmuch as the Davis-Bacon Act
applies to other Federal facilities or
other facilities which are constructed
with the aid of Federal funds, I believe
it should apply to the road system. It
seems to me this a very inopportune time
to suggest a general change in the Davis-
Bacon Act.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. T am not suggest-
ing it; the Senator from Oregon sug-
gested it. I am suggesting it only in the
case of this bill.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
time of the Senator from Oregon has
expired.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Tennessee yield 2 addi-
tional minutes to me?

Mr. GORE. I yield to the Senator
from Oregon 2 additional minutes on the
bill.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I thank the Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Oregon is recognized for
2 additional minutes on the bill.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President,
in conclusion, I repeat that the argu-
ments made earlier today on the floor,
namely, that the application of the
Davis-Bacon Act may require further
funds in connection with the construc-
tion of these highways, could be used
against the payment of prevailing wages
in connection with the construction of
any Federal facility. It even could be
used in reverse to suggest that we re-
turn to the coolie wages paid to humble
immigrants brought from abroad to con-
struct our transcontinental railroads—
workers who were paid virtually nothing,
and who hardly got enough to eat. On
the basis of that argument, we could
virtually pave the entire country with
roads, if we starve the laborers building
them.

Mr. President, it seems to me that the
recommendations of the Senate Com-
mittee on Public Works should be
supported.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in
the REcorp an excerpt, under the head-
ing “Labor Standards,” from the House
committee’s report on the pending bill,
and also an excerpt from my own indi-
vidual views which accompan the report
of the Senate Commitiee on Public
Works on the pending bill, suggesting
inclusion of these provisions of the

Davis-Bacon Act.
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There being no objection, the excerpts
from the reports were ordered to bhe
printed in the Recorp, as follows:
[From H. Rept. No. 2022 of April 21, 1956]

LABOR STANDARDS

A provision has been inserted in H. R.
10660 to require the Secretary of Commerce,
with respect to the initial construction work
performed on highway projects on the Inter-
state System authorized under section 108,
to take such action as may be necessary to
insure payment of wages at rates not less
than those prevailing on similar construc-
tion in the immediate locality as determined
by the BSecretary of Labor in accordance
with the Davis-Bacon Act.

Since by far the greatest part of the Inter-
state System, provided for in section 108,
will be financed by Federal funds, the com-
mittee feels that labor standards normally
applicable to Federal construction should
also apply to this great arterlal system. Such
action only has the effect of substantially
preserving and affirming rather than extend-
ing the long-standing policies of the Con-
gress in matters of Federal expenditure and
procurement. Accordingly section 112 of
the bill provides for the adoption and ac-
ceptance of the prevailing wage principle
under the terms and provisions of the Davis=-
Bacon Act as one of the conditions governing
financing and construction of the Interstate
System.

The Davis-Bacon Act now applies to all di.
rect Federal construction as well as to con-
tracts for school, hospital, housing, and air-
port projects constructed with Federal-aid
funds. Federal prevailing. wage require-
ments apply presently to highway construc-
tion where the Government is the contract-
ing party. A majority of the committee
feels that where the Federal Government
absorbs 90 percent of the cost, as it does un-
tler the provisions of this bill with regard to
the Interstate System, Federal prevailing
tvage requirements should also apply. A difi-
ference of 10 percent should not distinguish
the situation. This is especially true in light
of the fact that the Federal contribution is
much less percentagewise on the other fed-
erally assisted programs where Federal pre-
vailing wage requirements apply. In ex-
tending the application of this act to high-
way construction work on the Interstate Sys-
tem, the committee did so with the under-
standing that all determinations made by
the Secretary of Labor will be based on the
prevailing wage rates on the same type of
work on similar construction in the imme-
diate locality, it being recognized that the
prevailing rate of wages in rural areas will
generally be less than those in large metro-
politan areas. The provisions of section 112
do not apply to projects authorized to be
constructed under section 102 of this act.
Other Federal standards, such as regulation
of the hours of work (relating to working
more than 8 hours a day and the payment of
overtime for such dally overtime when the
total hours worked in any week do not exceed
40) are not specifically made applicable to
this construction and no such standards are
specified concerning other construction un-
der the bill. A majority of the committee
recoghizes the applicability of existing reg-
ulations because the construction contem-
plated by the bill is so directly and vitally
related to the functioning of an instru-
mentality or facility of interstate commerce
as to be, in practical effect, a part of it, rather
than isolated local activity.

In discharging his responsibilities, the Sec-
retary of Labor will have, with respect to the
labor standard specified in the bill, the au-
thority and functions set forth in Reorgan-
ization Plan No. 14 of 1950, section 2 of the
act of June 13, 1934, as amended, section 625,
Public Law 725, T9th Congress, 2d session,
and sectlon 205, Public Law 815, 81st Con-
gress, 2d session.
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[From S. Rept. No. 1965 of May 10, 1956]

INDIVIDUAL VIEWS OF SENATOR RicHARD L.
NEUBERGER

The Senate amendment should contain
the same provisions to protect wage stand-
ards on federally financed road projects,
modeled on the Davis-Bacon Act, as are con-
tained in the House bill. If the Govern-
ment can safeguard wage structures and
standards of living of men engaged in erect-
ing hospitals and airports with Federal-aid
funds, it is no less important and equitable
that these safeguards be used to protect the
men who build the Nation’s major trunk
highways.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the Senator from New
York [Mr, LEAMAN],

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from New York is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I rise
to support the amendment submitted by
the Senator from New Mexico to the
committee amendment.

The amendment of the Senator from
New Mexico provides for the inclusion
of a requirement that the prevailing
wage be paid in connection with con-
struction work performed on highway
projects in the Interstate System, as
authorized by the pending bill. In other
words, the amendment provides for in-
clusion of the so-called Davis-Bacon
Act provision.

Of course the Davis-Bacon Act pro-
vision appears in the House version of
the bill.

Before inserting section 112—the
Davis-Bacon Act provision—in its ver-
sion of the bill, the House Committee on
Public Works heard at length from both
the proponents and the opponents of
such a provision. A majority of that
committee came to the conclusion that
the inclusion of such a requirement was
wise, justified, and equitable in the in-
terests of preventing workers employed
on this program from being exploited.
This is what the majority of the House
committee said, in part:

Since by far the greatest part of the In-
terstate System * * * will be financed by
Federal funds, the committee feels that la-
bor standards normally applicable to Fed-
eral construction should also apply to this
great arterial system. Such action only has
the effect of substantially reserving and af-
ﬂrming rather than extendlng the long-
standing policies of the Congress in matters
of Federal expenditure and procurement.
* * * The Davis-Bacon Act now applies to
all direct Federal construction as well as
to contracts for school; hospital, housing,
and alrport projects constructed with Fed-
eral-aid funds. Federal prevailing-wage re-
quirements apply presently to highway con-
struction where the Government is the con-
tracting party. A majority of the committee
feels that where the Federal Government
absorbs 90 percent of the cost, as it does
under the provisions of this bill with regard
to the Interstate System, Federal prevail-
ing wage requlrements should also spply.
A difference of 10 percent should not dis-
tinguish the situation. This is especially
true in light of the fact that the Federal
contribution is much less percentagewise
on the other federally assisted programs
where federally prevailing wage require-
ments apply. f

Mr. President, under both versions of
this highway bill, it is proposed to spend
in the course of the next several years
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many billions of dollars. The impact
upon the highway construction industry
of the expenditure of these huge sums of
money will be tremendous. We must
make certain that the impact upon the
wages paid to the workers on these proj-
ects is not disastrous. We can do that
by incorporating in this bill the prevail-
glgt wage formula of the Davis-Bacon

CU.

As the House report pointed out, we
are not attempting or proposing any-
thing new when we incorporate such a
provision in a Federal-State grant-in-
aid program.

Consider, for example, the hospital
survey and construction act, the so-
called Hill-Burton Act. That, too, is a
Federal grant-in-aid program. The
Hill-Burton Act, which operates much
as the pending act does, contains a pre-
vailing wage proviso tied to the Davis-
Bacon Act.

Mr. President, for the Recorp I wish to
read the list of Federal-assistance pro-
grams for which the enabling act in-
cludes the Davis-Bacon Act provision:

First. The Federal Airport Act.

Second. The School Survey and Con-
struction Act of 1950,

Third. The Hospital Survey and Con-
struction Act.

Fourth. The slum clearance and ur-
ban renewal program in the Housing Act
of 1954.

Fifth. The National Housing Act.

Sixth. Multi-family rental housing
under the FHA.

Seventh. Defense housing.

Eighth. The Community Facilities and
Services Act of 1951,

Ninth. The Lease-Purchase Contracts
Act of 1954.

Mr. President, we shall not be setting
any precedent by including a Davis-
Bacon provision in this bill. Indeed, if
we do not adopt such a proviso, we shall
be going against precedent, inasmuch as
the Davis-Bacon Act was enacted in 1931,
25 years ago, and applies to all the pro-
grams to which I have referred, in con-
nection with which the Federal Govern-
ment assists the States in carrying on
the work. If we do not include the
Davis-Bacon Act provision in the pend-
ing bill, we shall be risking the welfare
of thousands and thousands of construc-
tion workers, who could be employed on
this proeram at depressed wages, 90 per-
cent of which represents Federal dollars.

Mr. President, a Davis-Bacon proviso
is an absolute “must” in this bill.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
time of the Senator from New York has
expired.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Tennessee yield additional
time to me?

Mr. GORE. Mr, President, I yield 2
additional minutes on the bill to the Sen-
ator from New York.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from New York is recognized for
2 additional minutes.

Mr. LEHMAN, I thank the Senator
from Tennessee.
~ Mr. President, for upwards of half a
century I have followed wage, labor, and
social projects. From my experience not
only in the Senate, but also as Governor
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of my State, I can testify that every time
we have tried to put into the law a pro-
vision costing some money to help or to
protect the workers we have been met
with the argument that the provision
would ruin the eountry and would ruin
those who would be affected.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New York yield for a brief
observation?

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield.

Mr. CHAVEZ. For the moment let us
forget the effect of this provision on hu-
man beings—which is the important
point—and consider the effect of the pro-
vision from a business standpoint. In
terms of the purchase of groceries and
the purchase of other commodities, what
can a man earning $15 a week buy, as
compared with the purchases which can
be made by a man who earns $45 a week?
Is not that a valid point in connection
with this matter?

Mr. LEHMAN. Certainly the Senator
from New Mexico is entirely right. He
will recall that when the first minimum-
wage law was proposed in the Congress,
there was an outcry on the part of em-
ployers all over the country; it was said
that the enactment of such a measure
would ruin the merchants and manufac-
turers and dealers. But, far from doing
that, the enactment of that measure has
helped them and has helped the economy
of the country tremendously, because it
has increased the purchasing power of
the workers, in addition to sustaining
their standard of living.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
time yielded to the Senator from New
York has expired.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the Senator from California
[Mr. KucHEL], & member of the commit-

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from California is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr, KUCHEL. Mr. President, for the
life of me I do not see why any Member
of the Senate should oppose the pending
amendment. The theory of the prevail-
ing wage is not new in America. This
is no new-fangled idea which has been
dreamed up in the past day, week,
month, or year.

More than 25 years ago the Congress
of the United States and the President
agreed that, so far as Federal construc-
tion of buildings was concerned, the
wages paid on such eonstruction should
be the prevailing wages in the area where
the public construction was undertaken.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. KUCHEL. My time is limited.

Mr. LANGER. That was during the
administration of President Hoover.

Mr, KUCHEL. Yes.

That area was defined in the Davis-
Bacon law of 1931 as the village, town,
city, or other political subdivision of the
State where the Federal construction
was to be undertaken.

This law does not require more wages
to be paid than the prevailing wages in
the area. It merely provides that, as a
minimum, the prevailing wages in the
area shall be paid to those working on
a public project.
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There was a very good reason why this
law was placed on the statute books in
1931. I alluded to it yesterday. The
late Representative Bacon, of New York,
made a speech in which he said that in
his congressional district the Federal
Government was intent upon building a
veterans’ hospital, and a contractor from
another part of the United States, who
was able to pay wages far less than those
paid in the area of New York represented
by Representative Bacon, underbid the
local contractor, imported labor into New
York. Thus there was a deleterious ef-
fect upon the economy of that particular
area, and upon the people of the con-
gressional district represented by Mr.
Bacon. The Davis-Bacon Act prevents
a reoccurrence of this in Federal con-
struction.

We are dealing with a $25 billion Fed-
eral construction program for an Inter-
state Highway System. The House of
Representatives, in passing a bill to pro-
vide for Federal construction of that
system, inserted the provision that the
wages paid in the construction of such
system should be the prevailing wages
in each area where the Interstate Sys-
tem was to be constructed.

I do not believe anyone can quarrel
with that kind of theory. Indeed, if we
should fail to approve the pending
amendment today in the Senate, the
Senate would be saying to the Nation,
‘“We are going to permit the expenditure
of $25 billion of Federal money in the
construction of an Interstate Highway
System, and we do not care what effect
the expenditure of that money may
have on the economy of people who work
for a living in the construction busi-
ness.” I do not believe that Members
of the Senate wish to go on record in
favor of such a policy. At any rate, I
hope they do not.

The criticism has been made that in
certain specific instances the Secretary
of Labor has misapplied or misinter-
preted the Davis-Bacon Act. That may
or may not be true.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
time of the Senator from California has
expired.

Mr, KUCHEL. Mr. President, may I
have 1 minute more?

Mr. CHAVEZ. I am sure the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel will allow
1 minute additional on the bill.

Mr. GORE. Mr, President, I yield 1
minute additional to the Senator from
California on the bill.

Mr. KUCHEL. I thank the Senator.

The fact is that this is the legislative
branch. We do not administer the law,
We write the law. No word of protest
has yet been uttered against the theory
of laying down the rule that prevailing
wages should be paid to those who are
employed in construction underwritten
by the Government of the United States.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr., President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. KUCHEL. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I was not raising
that question. The determination of
what is the prevailing wage has been
very troublesome under the Walsh-
Healey Act. Congress adopted an
amendment granting the right of appeal
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from the decision of the Secretary. The
reason it did so was the question which
I have raised. The Secretary has not
always shown an impartial attitude, I
doubt if he ever will. That is the only
point I raise. There is no objection to
the principle of the prevailing wage.
Does the Senator object to the partici-
pation by State officials in the determi-
nation of what is, in fact, the prevailing
wage?

Mr. KUCHEL. If the Secretary of
Labor wished to receive the assistance
of State officials in making his own Fed-
eral determination as to what consti-
tutes the prevailing wage in a given area,
I should not object; but I do want the
law to provide that a Federal official,
the Secretary of Labor, shall have that
responsibility with respect to the $25
billion expenditure for the Interstate
System. To that extent, he would have
the same responsibility he has under the
law today with respect to the Federal
construction of buildings.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
time of the Senator from California has
expired.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. DoucLAs].

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I be-
lieve the Senator from Oregon and the
Senator from California have gone to
the heart of the issue. This higchway
program is to be at least 90 percent
federally financed. To all intents and
purposes, it is therefore virtually en-
tirely financed by the Federal Govern-
ment. To say that the States, which
are to pay only 10 percent of the cost,
are to determine what the wages shall
be is, I think, letting the tail wag the
dog.

There are a few misconceptions which
should be cleared up. One of our col-
leagues says that the Secretary of Labor
would fix the wage. The Secretary of
Labor merely finds what the prevailing
wage is. He cannot arbitrarily fix wages.
He merely determines what the prevail-
ing wages are. Furthermore, under the
terms of the Chavez amendment, the
wage must be “the prevailing wage for
the same type of work, on similar econ-
struction in the immediate locality.”
This is not like the provision in the
Walsh-Healey Act, under which it is
possible to impose a regional or national
minimum. The wage under the pending
amendment must therefore be the wage
in the immediate locality. According to
the Davis-Bacon Act, as revised in 1935,
a copy of which I have before me, it must
be the wage “in the city, town, village,
or other political subdivision of the
State.” So it is the local prevailing
wage, and not a regional or national
wage scale.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Would there be
any appeal from the decision of the
Secretary of Labor if he were to make
an arbitrary decision? Would the State
or any individual have the right to ap-
peal from his decision?

Mr. DOUGLAS. The original finding
would be made by an examiner, and an
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appeal might be taken from the decision
of the examiner to the Secretary of
Labor, who would make the final deter-
mination.

As I understand, the Bureau of Public
Roads has made the complaint that 14
erroneous rulings were made. I am in-
formed that in the 7 years covered by
this complaint, the Department of Labor
made findings in approximately 100,000
cases, and therefore made only 1 error
out of approximately every 7,000 cases,
or in appreximately one one-hundredth
of 1 percent of the cases. Those cases
were appealed, and in 7 of the cases
the original finding was reversed.

So there is an administrative proce-
dure by which initial errors may be cor-
rected.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator has
not answered my question. Is there any
appeal from the determination of the
Secretary of Labor as to what is the pre-
vailing wage?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I think there should
not be a final appeal outside of the ad-
ministrative agency.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Then the answer
is that there is no appeal.

Mr. DOUGLAS. There is a provision
for an appeal within the Department of
Labor. However, there is not a divided
responsibility between the Department
and other agencies. In my judgment,
there should not be.

This provision does not impose the
prevailing wage in the building trades
on construction work. The Chavez
amendment provides it shall be the pre-
vailing wage on similar construction.
Therefore, the building scales will not be
transferred to the construction of high-
ways. It will mean that only the high-

way scales will be applied to the con-

struction of highways. That is ex-
tremely important.

I do not believe we will have any great
trouble so far as the rates of skilled la-
bor are concerned. Such labor is in
scarce supply. The men who operate
the bulldozers and the scraping ma-
chines and the road-laying machines
will be in such scarce supply that they
will be able to get a decent wage. The
trouble will come with the unskilled la-
bor or the semiskilled labor, In that
category there is a great danger that the
large contractors will hire men from
across the border in Mexico or hire labor
from low-wage areas and take them
into regions which pay a higher wage
seale for common labor, and thus under-
mine the wage scale and the standard
of living of workers in those communi-
ties. That is why the people of the coun-
try need the protection of the Chavez
amendment.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
tiimtzl of the Senator from Illinois has ex-
pired.

Mr. GORE. I yield 5 minutes to the
Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr, KENNEDY, Mr. President, I
should like to associate myself with the
remarks of the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. Doucras] in support of the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ].

This proposed highway program pro-
vides for the expenditure of billions of
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dollars of Federal money. It seems to
me that no hardship would be worked on
any locality or on any State by providing
that the provisions of the Davis-Bacon
Act shall apply to the road construction
work under the bill.

Although it is possible that the ap-
plication of the act might make the con-
struction of roads more expensive, yet,
I do not believe that the Federal Gov-
ernment should be in the position of
forcing wages in an area down below
the wages prevailing in that area on
similar projects.

Therefore, in view of the expenditure
of such a huge amount of public money,
which will affect business and labor in
all parts of the country, I believe that it
is definitely in the public interest that
the Federal Government establish the
policy in this bill, as it has in so many
other bills since the passage of the Da-
vis-Bacon Act, that those who work on
these projects shall be paid the wages
which are prevailing in the respective
areas.

It seems to me that it is in the inter-
est of every community and of every
State and definitely in the public inter-
est. Therefore, I hope the Senate will
accept the amendment offered by the
Senator from New Mexico.

I yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Indiana.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I
have a number of friends in the road-
contracting business who do not agree
with me on this subject. I certainly re-
spect their position, and I know they re-
spect mine. My analysis of the subject is
made purely from a practical standpoint.
We are talking about building roads,
which require a contractor to bid in ad-
vance or to calculate his cost in advance,
and to submit his bid under sealed con-
ditions. In that situation someone must
predetermine the wage rate. Someone
must predetermine the labor cost of a
project. The contractor has to do it. If
every contractor uses different figures, a
bad situation results.

The amendment calls for the prevail-
ing wage rates. As a practical matter,
that is exactly what each contractor will
use in filing his bids. He will file his bid
based upon the prevailing wage rates,
and he must ascertain those rates. It is
the same as the condition which prevails
under the Walsh-Healey Act with respect
to manufacturing something for the Fed-
eral Government. The Federal Govern-
ment does have manufactured for it bil-
lions and billions of dollars worth of
goods. A contractor must comply with
the Walsh-Healey Act.

We are talking about spending $24 bil-
lion of Federal money, and the amend-
ment would require contractors to com-
ply with Davis-Bacon Act provisions by
making them pay the prevailing wage
rate in a community.

I do not understand how that provision
will hurt any contractors or increase the
cost of the roads. I do not understand
how that will happen if the Secretary of
Labor uses the prevailing wage in a
community.

How else can a contractor bid on a job
except by using the prevailing wage rates
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in a community? He is not going to be
foolish enough to bid on the job by using
a lower rate than the prevailing wage
rate. He will not be foolish enough to
bid on a job by figsuring on paying higher
wages than the prevailing wage rates.
If he does, he will lose the contract to
one of his competitors., If he pays less
than the prevailing wage, he may not be
able to complete his contract, and may
possibly lose money. I do not under=
stand how anyone can be hurt by apply-
ing the provisions of the Davis-Bacon
Act to this road program. I do not be-
lieve it will increase the cost of building
the roads.

As a matter of principle, perhaps
something could be said. That is some-
thing else, Mr. President. A question may
be raised as to whether the Federal Gov-
ernment should be doing this sort of
thing. However, unfortunately, that de-
cision was made, not by this Congress,
but by the Congress in 1932, That is
when the Davis-Bacon Act was passed.
That is when the decision was made.
We are already confronted with the sit-
uation so far as the Walsh-Healey Act
is concerned in the construction of build-
ngs.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I thank the Senator
for yielding. Suppose we forget all about-
the Davis-Bacon Act and suppose we
forget all about the Walsh-Healey
Act. Suppose we consider only the
building of roads. The only author-
ity we have for giving any money
to Arizona or to Indiana or to New
Mexico or to any other State is con-
tained in a very short provision in the
Constitution of the United States to the
effect that Congress shall have power to
build post roads. That is our only au-
thority for spending the billions of dol-
lars we are asked to spend.

Whether it is good policy to pay the
prevailing wage, as I think it is, is one
thing; but whether we will build the
roads” is another thing completely. I
hope the amendment will be adopted.

Mr. CAPEHART. I believe we ought
to provide the means whereby anyone
can take an appeal from a decision of
the Secretary of Labor, in the event the
Secretary sets other than the prevailing
wage rate in a community. I certainly
agree that that ought to be done.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. That is the point
I was going to ask the Senator about.
I believe an appeal process should be
provided so that an appeal may be had
from an arbitrary ruling of the Secre-
tary of Labor. If that were done, it
would go a long way toward making the
amendment acceptable in this kind of
legislation.

Mr. CAPEHART. I believe an appeal
ought to be provided.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That kind of pro-
Risti;on was added to the Walsh-Healey

CL.

Mr. CAPEHART. That is correct.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I hope the spon-
sors of the amendment will accept an
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amendment to provide for a judicial ap=-
peal from the determination by the Sec-
retary of Labor of the prevailing wage.

Mr. CAPEHART. Iagree with the able
Senator, because I believe a citizen ought
to have the right of appeal to the Gov-
ernment on any matter, including this
one.

Mr. EENNEDY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield.

Mr. KENNEDY. Under the Fulbright
amendment to the Walsh-Healey Act, as
a result of a decision in 1952, the ques=
tion was in the courts for more than 3
years, with various decisions, all the way
up to the Supreme Court being rendered.
Matters were more or less in escrow dur-
ing that time. Whether such a situation
would be bad or not, I doubt that it could
operate successfully in the case of a con-
tractor doing some work on a highway
and then moving on.

Mr. CAPEHART. I believe the right
of appeal should apply to both labor and
to a contractor. If labor believes it is
not getting the prevailing wage, it should
have the right to appeal.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Of course.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
time of the Senator from Indiana has
expired.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, T yield 2
additional minutes to the Senator from
Indiana.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, the
Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrpl, who
is chairman of the Finance Committee,
has quoted many of the State highway
commissioners in order to show that
the inclusion of the provisions of the
Davis-Bacon Act would merely mean an
inerease in the cost of labor to the ex-
tent of 25 or 30 percent or possibly even
more.- Is not that a clear indication
that those communities are not paying
the prevailing rate of wages?

Mr. CAPEHART. If the Senator is
asking me that question, my answer is
that 99.9 percent of the contractors are
paying the prevailing wages.

Mr. LEHMAN. Then, how can the
Senator account for the tremendously
high figures which the distinguished
chairman of the Finance Committee has
quoted?

Mr. CAPEHART. I did not hear those
figures, so I do not care to make any
comment at all on that question.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Indiana yield?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
time of the Senator from Indiana has
expired.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield 2
additional minutes to the Senator from
Indiana.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator from
“Boston” called attention to the number
of appeals under the Walsh-Healey Act.
I think there was a misapplication of
the law. The arbitrary rulings of the
Secretary of Labor did bring forth con-
siderable complaint and attack upon the
reasonableness of his rulings. There is
no aquestion that if the Davis-Bacon pro-
vision is applied to the bill it will affect
the highway department in every State,
and, under this bill, which involves such
a large program, a contractor cannot
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pay 1 rate on 1 job and a different rate
on another job. There should be some
provision for appeal to the judicial au-
thorities in order to avoid arbitrary rul-
ings. Under the existing law, if the Sec-
retary of Labor determines that the wage
should be $5, there is no way to challenge
his ruling.

Mr. CAPEHART. I think there should
be provision for an appeal for both labor
and the contractor. If the wages are
too low, labor should have a right to
appeal, and if the wages are too high,
the contractor should have a right to
appeal.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I object to an ar-
bitrary determination of what is the pre-
vailing wage.

Mr. CAPEHART. I agree with the
distinguished Senator.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield 2
additional minutes.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Scznator from
Arkansas inadvertently referred to the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Ken-
~EDpY] as the Senator from Boston. I
am sure he did not intend to do so. We
are representatives of States and not of
the localities in which we live. I should
be very proud to live in the city of Bos-
ton, but I am even more proud to come
from the city of Chicago. I think the
Senator from Arkansas graces not only
his own State but the country as a whole,
and I think the Senator from Massachu-
setts does the same. I shall not refer to
the Senator from Arkansas as the Sena-
tor from Fayetteville, and I hope that

hereafter the Senator from Arkansas will.

also refer to his colleagues in the correct
manner. [Laughter.]

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. JOHNSTON].

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, I should like to ask the
Senator from New Mexico a couple of
questions.

I notice in his amendment that it is
left to the Secretary of Commerce to
“take such action as may be necessary to
insure that all laborers and mechanics
employed by contractors or subcontrac-
tors on the initial construction work per-
formed on highway projects on the
Interstate System authorized under sec-
tion 102 of this title shall be paid wages
at rates not less than those prevailing
on the same type of work on similar con-
struction in the immediate locality as
determined by the Secretary of Labor in
accordance with the act of August 30,
1935, known as the Davis-Bacon Act.”

This amendment does not mean that
labor will receive the same wages
throughout the United States, does it?

Mr. CHAVEZ. It leaves the determi-
nation to the individual locality in the
individual State.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
The Senator has tied it down to a little
more than cities. The amendment re-
fers to “similar econstruction.” That
means roadbuilding, does it not?

Mr. CHAVEZ., That is correct.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
In other words, the contractor will pay
the prevailing wages paid in any particu-
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lar State in the locality where the road
is being constructed?

Mr. CHAVEZ. The determination of
wages would be in the locality where the
road is to be built. It would be a loeal
matter, purely and simply. With ref-
erence to a road 30 miles in length, con-
structed from one city to another, the
prevailing wages in the area will prevail.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
It is being left to the Secretary of Com-
merce to take the action, under the
amendment. Would it not be possible
for the Secretary of Commerce, in cases
where there was a disagreement as to
wages paid in a particular loeality, to sit
down with the Secretary of Labor and
iron out the differences?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
time of the Senator from South Carolina
has expired.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield 2
additional minutes to the Senator.

Mr. CHAVEZ, Mr, President, the rea-
son for the provision is that there had to
be some responsibility in the Federal
Government. The committee felt that
the responsibility should be with the Sec-
retary of Labor, who handles labor
standards, minimum wages, and every-
thing pertaining to labor. We have to
place the responsibility somewhere.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Under the Senator’s amendment, with
reference to “similar construction,”
which is highway construction, is it not
true that the Secretary of Labor will take
up with the highway commission and
also with the county commissioners the
question involved in a particular local-
ity, and ascertain what are the prevail-
ing wages?

- Mr. CHAVEZ. The same procedure
is followed as in the case of the allotment
of a highway in any State. - It is taken
up with the State highway commission.
As to urban roads, it is taken up with
municipalities, in my State or in any
other State, and in connection with
counties it will be taken up with the
county commissioners.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
To ascertain what wages are being paid
at the present time?

Mr. CHAVEZ. How can the Secretary
of Labor say what is the prevailing wage
in a country town in Montana, for in-
stance?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
time of the Senator from South Carolina
has expired.

Mr. GORE. Mr, President, I yield 2
additional minutes to the Senator from
South Carolina.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator from South Carolina yield?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President,
would the Senator from New Mexico ac-
cept an amendment providing for ap-
peals?

Mr. CHAVEZ. We are engaged in
building roads. I do not want to tie up
a road bill with an appeal by some law-
ver in any State in the Union. I do not
think I would accept such an amend-
ment.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from South Carolina yield?
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Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, I
yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Isitnot true that the
Senator from Arkansas was successiul
in getting a similar amendment incor-
porated into the Walsh-Healey Act, and
the result was that his amendment tied
up action for 3 or 4 years, and that the
present proposal would also result in de-
laying the road program?

Mr. CHAVEZ. Please believe me,
America is road conscious. Americans
want roads. Every little country town,
every motel owner, every hotel owner,
every traveler—and the American peo-
pleda.re tourists at heart—is asking for
roads.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Would the Sena-
tor accept an amendment providing for
a board of arbitration, one side repre-
sented by the Secretary of Labor and the
other by the State highway department,
in a State where a grievance might arise?

Mr. CHAVEZ., I should like to have

Congress represented. I would not want
to leave it all to the States, or to the
administration in Washington, but I
should like to have Congress included.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr., President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. GOLDWATER].

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
have been listening to the debate with
great interest. I should be dishonest if
I did not say that there are many serious
questions in my mind as to the advisa-
bility of acting favorably upon this
amendment. I feel that we are treading
on very dangerous ground.

The argument has been advanced that
because Federal funds are involved in
the bill, therefore there should be Fed-
eral control. We speak glibly about
Federal funds and the highways being
paid for 90 percent by Federal funds,
but who provides those funds? They
come from the States and the citizens
of the States; they do not come from any
other source,

When the suggestion is made that the
Davis-Bacon Act be adopted for the
roadbuilding program, that is saying,
in effect, that we are going back to the
taxpayers for more than $25 billion.

I want to advance the argument a
little further. While I realize that it
has not been an argument advanced
chiefly by the proponents, nevertheless
it follows that if the Federal Govern-
ment becomes involved in the control
of wages in the construction of the In-
terstate Highway System, it will not be
long before the Federal Government
will be in control of wages at all levels.
That is the first question which enters
my mind, and it poses a most serious
danger to me. How long will it be until
the philosophy prevails in the Federal
Government that the Federal Govern-
meny under one man—not a tribunal,
not a quasi-judicial body, but one man—
can dictate to the country the wages
which shall prevail.

Mr, KUCHEL., Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield.

Mr. KUCHEL. Is my friend ac~
quainted with the fact that it was Her=
bert Hoover who signed the Davis-Bacon
Act 25 years ago?
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Mr. GOLDWATER. I may say to the
junior Senator from California that I
do not care who signed it. I think it
would be a dangerous precedent to in-
clude it in the bill.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

l\l{dr GOLDWATER. I am glad to
yield.

Mr. EUCHEL. Does my friend object
to the payment of prevailing wages in
the field of construction in areas where
Federal construction is contemplated?

Mr. GOLDWATER. Oh, Mr. Presi-
dent, my friend from California knows
me well enough to understand that I
am not against prevailing wages; I am
against having the Federal Government
come into the picture and decide what
the wages shall be at any location, The
Senator knows that.

Mr. EUCHEL. If the Senator from
Arizona favors prevailing wages, then he
ought to be in favor of the amendment.

Mr. GOLDWATER. If the Senator
from California had read more closely
the hearings in the House——

Mr. EUCHEL. I participated in those
hearings.

Mr. GOLDWATER. 1Is the Senator
from California a Member of the House?

Mr. KUCHEL. I participated in the
Senate hearings.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I know the Sen-
ator from California is a remarkable
man, but to be a Senator and a Repre-
sentative at the same time is a very
difficult task, even for a Californian.

Mr. EUCHEL. The highways of Ari-
zona unquestionably are paid for in part
from tax moneys which the people of
California contribute, and I am glad
they do. But, to answer the Senator’'s
question, I did read the entire hearings
in the House of Representatives.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Then the Senator
will recognize that the prevaling wages
already apply in 30 States. In 25 States
there are union contracts. The prob-
lem of applying the prevailing wages will
not be so difficult, if we would only leave
the matter in the hands of the State
highway commissions,

Mr. KUCHEL. If 30 States apply the
prevailing-wage standard, what is the
objection to writing the provision into
the Federal law?

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator
from California knows me well, so un-
doubtedly he knows that I believe in an
old southern concept that has appar-
ently been abandoned by the Democratic
Party. That concept is States’ rights.

I hope the Senator from California
will now let me continue, because I have
only 5 minutes, and I want to go into
some other questions.

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania and
Mr. LEHMAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Arizona yield; and if so, to
whom?

Mr. GOLDWATER. Ihave never been
so popular, I do not know to whom to
yield first. I yield first to the Senator
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Does
not the Senator from Arizona feel that
if the Davis-Bacon provision were in-
cluded in the bill it would probably be
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only 2 years until it would be necessary
for Congress to raise taxes in order to
construct the highways under the Fed-
eral program?

Mr. GOLDWATER. I definitely be-
lieve that. I agree with the Senator
from Pennsylvania.

I might also mention one fact which I
neglected to mention to my good friend
from California, namely, that this is the
first attempt which has been made to
apply the Davis-Bacon Act to State
t:;ajgeru:ie.ﬁ. That is the root of my objec=

on. 4
Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr.
President, will the Senator further yield?

Mr. GOLDWATER. Ihave only a few
minutes. I shall be happy to yield fur-
ther if the distinguished minority leader
will yield me additional time.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
time of the Senator from Arizona has
expired.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I yield the Sena=-
tor from Arizona 2 minutes on the bill.

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Is it
not entirely impractical to say that the
prevailing wage shall be applied to an
interstate highway contract, but to have
some other wage rate applied to another
&o?d? contract in an adjacent commu-

y

Mr. GOLDWATER. I think the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania is correct in that
approach.

Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. GOLDWATER. I will yield for a
short question.

Mr. LEHMAN. If the Senator from
Arizona is accurate in his statement that
the Government is already applying the
prevailing wage provision, how does he
account for the figures given by the
chairman of the Committee on Finance,
which indicate that the application of
the Davis-Bacon provision would in-
crease the cost of labor in the various
States by 25, 30, or 40 percent, and in
some cases even more than that?

Mr. GOLDWATER. I shall be glad to
read in the REcorp tomorrow the state-
ment of the Senator from Virginia; and
after I have come to some conclusion
from a reading of the statement, I shall
be glad to talk to the Senator from New
York.

Mr. President, some other questions
have come to my mind in connection
with the debate. Is it fair for a con-
tractor to be forced, without recourse,
to change the wage rates after he has bid
to get a job? This road program will
not be accomplished in 12, 24, or 36
months. Suppose a contract were let to
a contractor whose bid, made in good
faith, included the existing wage rates.
Then suppose the Secretary of Labor,
under pressure—because the pressure
will be there—says that the prevailing
wage rates, which are higher, shall apply.
What will then happen? More money
will be appropriated for the road pro-
gram, without its having been contem-
plated in the original instance. :

Another question: Should Congress
delegate to an administrative agency
great authority over the people without
the usual protection of the courts?
That subject was argued on the floor this
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morning, and it has been argued hefore.
I maintain that ours is not a govern-
ment of men; it is a government of law.
The dangerous tendency in this country
since 1932 has been toward a govern=-
ment of men, not a government of law.
So I look on the proposal with great fear
in my heart, because if such authority
can be delegated to an administrative
agency, it will not be long before other
authority will be delegated, authority
which the American people cherish.
The American people loock to the law
and not to men for redress.

The question has come to my mind,
since this is a labor matter, Why did not
the amendment come before the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare?
Why was a labor matter considered by
the Committee on Public Works?

Then there is an important question
with which my good friend from Cali-
fornia [Mr. KucsHEL] might be con-
eerned, namely, Why has Congress in
the past 40 years of highway programs
not had wage fixing?

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield, so that I may answer his
question?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
time of the Senator from Arizona has
expired. :

Mr. ENOWLAND. I yield 2 addi-
tional minutes to the Senator from
Arizona.

Mr. KUCHEL. Let the REcorp be
perfectly clear. Never before in history
has Congress had before it a bill to pro-
vide that the Federal Government
would undertake the construction of a
given part of the highway system of
America. Up to this time the Federal
Government has apportioned moneys to
the States for that purpose. Now Con-
gress is asked to provide for a 90 percent
minimum and a 95 percent maximum of
the cost of constructing the Interstate
Highway System in America. That is
the reason why, for the first time, Sena-
tors on the floor, not in committee, are
urging that the prevailing wage stand-
ards be included in the bill.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am sorry to
learn that my good friend from Cali-
fornia has been lulled by the prospect of
Federal money. The Federal Govern-
ment is not going to build the road sys-
tem. The individual State highway
commissions are going to build it: 90
percent of the money which the Senator
talks about will come from the pockets
of the taxpayers who live in the States:
they do not live in the District of Co-
lumbia.

Mr. KUCHEL. If a State expects to
use 90 or 95 percent of Federal money,
it should comply with the standards set
by the Federal Government.

Mr. GOLDWATER. There is the
word “comply’ again. :

- Mr. KUCHEL. A State will do it with
my vote. I want the State to comply
with the prevailing wage law.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I understand
that the junior Senator from California
believes explicitly in the amendment. I
know there is nothing I ean say which
will argue him out of his position. So
possibly I am wasting my time.
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Mr. EUCHEL. No, because it is al-
ways a pleasure to listen to the junior
Senator from Arizona, although some-
times he too has a capacity for confu=-
sion.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I believe the
junior Senator from California has my
capacity for confusion mixed up with
my muleheadedness when it comes to a
question of individual and States’ rights,
higher taxes, and loss of individual con-
trol in this country.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am going to
yield the floor.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the junior Senator
from South Dakota.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, I do not think anyone is ad-
vocating that the bill or any provision
proposed to it is a wage-cutting pro-
posal. I do not think the issue is
whether or not this amendment, if
adopted, is really going to raise wages.
Certainly we do not want to cut wages.
But there are two questions which ought
to be settled.

First, if wages are going to be deter-
mined, are they going to be determined
with some certainty, so that a contrac-
tor will know what he is bidding on
when he bids?

The second question is whether or not
the determination will be made by a
person who is best equipped or by an
agency which is best equipped to deter-
mine the prevailing wage for highway
work in a given locality.

I was hoping the distinguished chair-
man of the committee, who is the author
of the amendment, would be on the
floor, because I wanted to ask him if he
would agree to adding to his amend-
ment the following sentence:

Such prevailing wages shall be predeter-
mined and shall be set out in each project
advertisement for bids and each proposal
form and shall also be made a part of the
contract coverlng such prcject.

The reason why I think that kind of a
provision ought to be in whatever lan-
guage is adopted is that, unless there is
a predetermination of the wages, and
the contractor knows in advance, when
he gets ready to bid he either bids too
high, in order to protect himself against
a wage rate that he does not know about,
or he bids too low, and then gets into
trouble if he gets the contract.

Mr. EUCHEL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota.
yield in a moment.

I recently had occasion to see two il-
lustrations of the working of the Davis-
Bacon wage determination. In one in-
stance a contractor on a reclamation
project bid on a dam, and he underbid
the other bidders by more than 25 per-
cent. Now the contractor is in trouble,
is about to go broke, and faces severe
penalties because he is not able to com-
plete the job on time, because he did not
allow enough for the wage which the
Secretary of Labor determined should
be paid on the job.

In another case the contractor got the
job, and he is now refusing to pay the

I shall
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wage demanded because of a difference
of opinion as to the classification of a
certain type of work, that of truck
driver. The labor people in that area
are up in arms because he is refusing
to pay. He is standing on some sort of
determination or definition made some-
where else.

I say a contractor is entitled to know
in advance what wage rate he is going to
pay.

My second point is that I think the
determination should be made by the
agency which is best fitted to determine
the going wage on highway work in a
given locality.

Mr. President, I am hopeful we shall
not have to choose between no deter-
mination of wages and a determination
of wages. I think if there could be be-
fore the Senate an opportunity fo have
a predetermined wage rate settled by the
agency best fitted to determine the going
wage rate in a given locality, we could
get somewhere.

I had understood that an amendment
would be offered whereby the determina-
tion would be made by the proper State
agency, and in advance. The State
agency is the one which lets contracts
for secondary, primary, and urban roads.
It is the agency which is best fitted to
know what the going wage rate is in a
given locality. The amendment which
I would vote for would be one which
would provide that the State highway
agency should make the determination,
and make it in advance, and announce
it when the bids were advertised. Then
a contractor would know what rates he
would have to pay, and all contractors
would bid on an equal basis.

Mr. President, I understand the chair-
man of the committee is engaged in a
telephone conversation. When he re-
turns to the Chamber, I shall ask him
whether he will consider adding to his
amendment the language which I have
suggested.

I wonder if I might now have the at-
tention of the Senator from Tennessee.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
fime of the Senator from South Dakota
has expired.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota.
have 1 more minute?

Mr. GORE. I yield 2 additional min-
utes to the Senator from South Dakota.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I wonder
what the Senator from New Mexico
would think about adding the following
language to his amendment:

Such prevailing wages shall be predeter-
mined and shall be set out in each project
advertisement for bids and each proposal
form and shall also be made a part of the
contract covering such project.

I am told determinations at the pres-
ent time are made for 90 days at a time.
Any contractor working on a road proj-
ect which will run for a long time can-
not know what he will be up against if
a new wage determination is made after
3 months.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, X
should like to agree with the Senator
from South Dakota, but, from my own
personal experience in my -home State,
not only with contractors, but with the
highway commission—and we build a lot
of roads in my home State——

May I
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
time of the Senator from South Dakota
has expired.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield 2
additional minutes to the Senator from
South Dakota.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I would say the lan-
guage suggested would be surplusage, so
far as the amendment is concerned. I
reluctantly disagree with my good friend.
I cannot take his suggestion.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. The Sen-
ator certainly feels that a contractor
should know what the wage rates are
going to be, does he not?

Mr. CHAVEZ. He knows what they
are. That is why he bids.

Mr, CASE of South Dakota. But he
does not know what determination will
be made in Washington 3 months after
the contract starts. I was talking this
morning with officials in downtown
Washington, and I was told that wage
determinations are good for 90 days.
How can a contractor bid if a wage rate
is changed after 90 days?

Mr. CHAVEZ. He certainly does.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. He takes
a chance.

Mr. CHAVEZ. If the Senator from
South Dakota will examine the record
and the history of contractors in road
bidding in South Dakota, he will learn
ghat there is never a shortage of bid-

ers.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I may
say that sometimes we are short of
bidders. A short time ago in my State
a contract was turned down because
only two bidders tried to get a contract,
gl:ld it was felt it was not a vepresentative

id.

There are two contractors I know of
operating under the Davis-Bacon Act,
one of whom is going broke and facing
penalties because he did not allow
enough for labor costs. Another is in
trouble with the labor unions because
he is not paying what they think should
be paid.

It seems to me there should be advance
determination by the agency which best
knows what the going wage rate is in
contract work,

Mr. CHAVEZ. If a contractor does
not realize that he must take into con-
sideration the wages he will pay his men,
how much cement is going to cost him;
how much gravel is going to cost him;
how much tractors are going to cost him;
how much bulldozers are going to cost
him, he does not deserve the bid.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
time of the Senator from South Dakota
has expired.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield 1 additional minute to the Senator
from South Dakota.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr,
President, in conclusion, I should like to
say that, of course, the contractor tries
to find out, but he cannot know because
he does not know what the officials in
Washington are going to determine what
is the prevailing wage 90 days or 120 days
or 180 days later.

I hope Senators will have an oppor-
tunity to vote for some specific language
which provides for predetermination of
the wage rates and for determination by
the agency which best knows what the
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prevailing or going rate is on road work
in the locality where the job is to be
prosecuted.

Mr. CHAVEZ, Mr. President, with
the general idea of having the locality
make the determination, I agree with the
Senafor; but I think that in a Federal
project there should be some Federal
responsibility finally to conclude the de-
termination.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
time of the Senator from South Dakota
has expired.

All time on the amendment has ex-
pired.

Mr, ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield myself 5 minutes on the bill. I rise
in opposition to the amendment offered
by the Senator from New Mexico which
proposes to apply the Davis-Bacon Act
to this highway bill. There are a num-
ber of facts which I think the Senate
should keep in mind.

First. The contracts will be awarded
by the States and the States will have
primary responsibility with respect to
proper performance of the work.

Second. Further Federal encroach-
ment upon State functions is undesir-
able. The constitutional authority of the
State to deal with matters within its own
borders should be respected.

Third. The States are fully capable
of making accurate wage determinations.
State agencies are more familiar with
wage and employment conditions within
the State than a Federal agency in
Washington, far removed from the scene.

Fourth. It cannot be argued that the
State agencies would determine wage
rates lower than those actually prevail-
ing. Insistence upon Federal wage de-
terminations implies a lack of confidence
in the integrity of the responsible State
agencies.

Fifth. A frequent source of complaint
in the past has been that wage determi-
nations by the Federal Government tend
to follow the wage structures in the
metropolitan areas and to extend these
metropolitan wage rates into nonurban
and rural areas.

Sixth. In many instances work will be
simultaneously performed in the same
locality on construction of interstate
highways and also upon State primary,
secondary, and urban highways and
streets. Federal wage deteriminations
for the interstate construction would
necessarily affect labor costs on the other
types of road construction.

Seventh. If the Davis-Bacon Act is
made applicable to the Interstate System
now, it will ultimately be made applica-
ble to the entire Federal-aid highway
system.

Eighth. Wage determination decisions
under the Davis-Bacon Act are not sub-
ject to any review, as has been ably
pointed out by the distinguished Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. FuLeriGHT]; thus,
there is no check upon the authority of
the administrative agency making the
determinations. In direct contrast,
State agencies making wage determina-
tions would be responsible to the highest
State officials and, in most instances, to
the State courts.

Ninth. Inclusion of the Davis-Bacon
Act in the highway bill would also re-
sult in placing enforcement functions
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in the Federal Government as provided
under Reorganization Plan No. 14, 1950
(6 U. 8. C, sec. 133z-15). This would
mean that the Federal Department of
Labor would have authority to conduct
compliance inspections on work under
State contracts, make nonreviewable
findings, and issue orders requiring State
agencies to cancel contracts, withhold
contractor’s payments, and apply other
types of sanctions.

Tenth. Federal wage determinations
involve delays, redtape, and complica-
tions which would impede the progress
of the interstate highway program.

Eleventh. When the interstate high-
way construction program reaches full
stride, upward of 10,000 contracts will be
awarded each year. The making of
Davis-Bacon wage determinations for all
these contracts would involve a very
substantial expense to the Federal Gov-
ernment, since a large administrative
staff would be necessary to make these
determinations and to maintain inspec-
tions for compliance with the determined
rates.

Twelfth. The Hoover Commission,
after an exhaustive and impartial study,
recommended that the Federal wage de-
termination provision in a comparable
statute, the Federal Airport Act, should
be changed to allow State governors or
their designees to make the prevailing
wage determination in order *“‘to improve -
the operation of the Federal-aid program
and to eliminate certain sources of dis-
cord in intergovernmental relation-
Ships."

Thirteenth. In planning the Interstate
Highway System each State had submit-
ted its estimate of the cost of construct=
ing its portion of the system. These
estimates were based upon labor costs
prevailing within the State. The inclu-
sion of a provision for Federal wage de-
termination could throw these estimates
out of line and require substantial up-
ward revision.

Fourteenth. Virtually all State high-
way officials—as outlined earlier today by
the distinguished senior Senator from
Virginia [Mr. Byrp]l—are opposed to in-
clusion of a Federal-wage-determination
provision in this bill.

Mr. President, I have sent to the desk
an amendment which I ask to have read
for the information of the Senate.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With=
out objection, the amendment will be
stated.

The LecistATIVE CLERK. On page 49,
in line 25, it is proposed to insert the
following:

Sec. 117. All laborers and mechanics em=
ployed by contractors and subcontractors on
the initial construction work performed on
highway projects on the Interstate System
authorized under section 102 of this act shall
be paid wages at rates not less than those
prevailing on the same type of work in the
immediate locality. Such prevalling wages
shall be predetermined by the State high-
way department or other proper State agency,
and shall be set out in each project adver-
tisement for bids and each bid proposal
form, and shall also be made a part of the
contract covering each project.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I

desire to call this amendment to the
attention of both the acting majority
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leader and the distinguished Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ]-

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
time of the Senator from California has
expired.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield myself 5 additional minutes on
the bill.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from California is recognized
for 5 more minutes on the bill.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, in
view of the fact that the distinguished
Senator from New Mexico has his own
amendment pending, and at the desk, as
an amendment to the committee amend-
ment, my amendment would be an
amendment in the third degree. So the
only parliamentary opening I have for
submitting my amendment would be to
obtain unanimous consent to have my
amendment included as a part of the
amendment of the Senator from New
Mexico—with the result that the pre-
vailing wage in the locality would be
required by the authorities, as I have
outlined.

Mr. President, I hope what I have pro-
posed can be done.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from California knows that no
Member of the Senate respects him more
that I do. However, it appears that we
have more faith in the Secretary of Labor
and in the administration than does the
Senator from California.

So, Mr. President, I shall have to
object.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, it
is not a question of my having faith in
any one individual. I believe in a gov-
ernment of laws, not a government of
men. I believe that the principle of
States’ rights is important. I believe that
if we once open the door in this way,
the Senate and the country will live to
regret having taken such action.

There is room for an honest difference
of opinion. I greatly respect the Senator
from New Mexico.

Since I have been denied unanimous
consent to have my amendment included
as a part of the amendment of the Sen-
ator from New Mexico, I will say to him
that the only parliamentary alternative
which ultimately will be available to me,
under the rules of the Senate, will be to
move that his amendment be tabled, so
that I may offer an amendment putting
in the hands of the State authorities,
rather than concentrating in Washing-
ton, the power to determine the prevail-
ing rates. I do not intend to make that
motion now, because it would foreclose
debate. I understand that the senior
Senator from Florida [Mr. HoLrLanpl
wishes to speak on the bill.

However, I felt that in fairness—as I
have fried to deal with not only the Sen-
ator from New Mexico, but also all other
Members of the Senate—I wished to
point out in advance that my amend-
‘ment is subject to a point or order, in
that it would be an amendment in the
third degree. :

Mr., CHAVEZ. Mr. President, the
amendment of the Senator from Califor-
nia has been read. Even before I object
to having his amendment taken up, I
would have no objection whatsoever to
having the Senator from California dis-
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cuss the amendment, if he wishes to do
s0.
Mr. ENOWLAND. I have discussed it
briefly before, and at the proper time I
shall discuss it again.

If the Senator from Florida would like
to have 5 minutes, I can yield to him 5
minutes on the bill.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the courtesy of the distinguished
minority leader, but I prefer to have a
little more time.

Therefore, I now move that the bill be
recommitted, in order that I may have
somewhat more time to discuss the bill
as I see if.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Florida is recognized for
30 minutes.

Mr. HOLLAND. MTr. President, in the
first place, let us remember that the
amendment of the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. CuAveEz] does not follow out
the wishes of the Senate Committee on
Public Works, but, instead it constitutes
a change in the bill from the form in
which it was reported by the Senate Com-
mittee on Public Works.

I think my friend, the distinguished
Senator from New Mexico, may have
overlooked that fact, in the statement
he made, a few minutes ago, to the effect
that the members of the Senate Commit-
tee on Public Works had greater con-
fidence in the Secretary of Labor than
other Senators seemed to have. The fact
is that last year the committee so ably
headed by the senior Senator from New
Mexico included this amendment as a
part of the bill it reported; but last year
the distinguished Senator from New
Mexico himself, along with other Sena-
tors, moved to strike out that provision
of the bill. I think the committee
showed greater wisdom this year, in that
it eliminated this provision, or at least
reported the bill without including this
provision.

The pending amendment of the Sena-
tor from New Mexico seeks to include in
the bill reported by the committee a pro-
vision which the committee itself did not
see fit to include in it. So we are being
asked to override an able committee of
the Senate, by means of adoption of the
pending amendment. We are also being
asked to override the philosophy relative
to the Federal-aid road program which
has prevailed ever since the time when
that program was created, so usefully,
S0 many years ago.

At that time the control with respect
to important questions of policy under
the Federal-aid road program was left
in the States, and in the State highway
departments. At the time of the enact-
ment of the Davis-Bacon Act that fact
was recognized by the noninclusion in
that act of any provision which would
have made it applicable to any part of
the Federal-aid road system.

Senators who have insisted—and I
have heard several do so mistakenly on
the floor today—that we are trying to
change the Davis-Bacon Act are exactly
wrong in that statement, because the
Davis-Bacon Act, from its beginning,
has been addressed solely to projects
which are completely constructed by the
Federal Government, and projects of
certain kinds. The Federal-aid road
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program has always been unaffected by
it, and it is now unaffected by it. The
pending amendment seeks not only to
depart from the judgment and consid-
ered expression of the Committee on
Public Works, but also seeks to engraft a
very important change upon the Davis-
Bacon Act and a very important change
upon the Federal-aid road program, both
of which, since their respective begin-
nings, have failed to apply any such phi-
losophy to the construction of projects
under the Federal-aid system as would
give an officer sitting in Washington,
sometimes thousands of miles away, the
control and regimentation which would
result if this amendment were adopted.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield only for a
question. My time is limited.

Mr. LEHMAN. I wonder if the Sen-
ator from Florida would include in the
category which he has mentioned, of
purely Federal functions, operations un=
der the Hill-Burton Act.

Mr. HOLLAND, The pointIam mak-
ing is that, with reference to the Federal
aid road program, which I think is the
finest example of Federal-State coopera-
tion we have, consistently, from the very
beginning, those who supported the
Davis-Bacon Act in its inception, and all
the way through, have, by their inaction
in this field—and sometimes by their ac-
tion, as was illustrated last year on the
floor of the Senate—declined to apply the
philosophy of Federal regimentation and
control to any part of the Federal aid
road program.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a further question?

Mr. HOLLAND. Ishall be glad to yield.
First, however, let me say that the Sen-
ator from New York inferjected the ques-
tion of hospitals, which represents an en-
tirely different kind of project. They fall
in an entirely different category. The
act under which that function is earried
out has to do with the construetion of
relatively small projects in various com-
munities. It does not deal with States as
a whole, in connection with important
State programs. It is an entirely dif-
ferent field. The Senator from Florida
has supported the Davis-Bacon Act as
applied to the construction of court-
houses, customs houses, and other proj-
ects of the type to which it applies. But
here it is sought to depart from the time-
honored policy of cooperation between
the Federal Government and the States
in the important Federal-aid road pro-
gram, and to engraft a change upon the
Davis-Bacon Act which was not contem-
plated in the beginning and has never
been made since. Such changes would
mark very great departures from the acts
concerned. So those who are insisting
that we follow the Davis-Bacon Act are
failing to see the facts. The Davis-Ba-
con Act was never extended to this field.
It was purposely kept away from this
field. Asrecently aslast year the Senate,
by a considerable majority, kept the
I:é):l\ais-Bacon Act from applying to this

The Federal-aid road program has
been a program of cooperation between
the Federal Governinent and the States,
in which State respousibility and power
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of decision have been recognized from
the beginning. It is now proposed, in-
stead of even giving the Federal agency
which handles the program the right to
make important decisions, to bring in a
still different Federal agency, the De-
partment of Labor, whose functioning
in the field of wage determinations has
been anything but acceptable to many
communities and industries throughout
the Nation. It is proposed for the first
time to make the Davis-Bacon Act ap-
plicable to the Federal-aid road program.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr, HOLLAND. I yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. Idonotknow whether
the Senator was present in the Chamber
when I gave a list of some of the fed-
erally assisted programs to which the
Davis-Bacon Act applies. There were
nine programs in the list which I gave.
There may be others. At least there
were nine in the list I gave, including
various activities with respect to which
the Federal Government has less finan-
cial interest, and pays less of the cost,
while the States pay more.

Mr. HOLLAND. TUndoubtedly the
Senator from New York listed those
programs correctly; but he cannot escape
the conclusion—because it is true—that
the Davis-Bacon Act, from ifs original
enactment, and at every moment since
that time, by the actions of its friends
and supporters, has been kept away from
any application to the Federal-aid road
program, Now it is proposed to do
violence both to the philosophy of the
Davis-Bacon Act and to the Federal-aid
road program. It is proposed, at one fell
swoop, to undo two fine programs by the
method suggested in the amendment.

So far as the Senator from Florida is
concerned, his position on this point is
the same as it was last year. He notes
with some concern that some of his dis-
tinguished associates seem to have
changed their minds.

One of the troubles in connection with
proposals of this kind—and this observa-
tion applied also to the farm bill—is that
frequently consideration of them is post-
poned until the eve of an election when
Senators are subjected to pressure.
Sometimes expressions on the eve of a
presidential election differ from the de-
liberate, considered judgment of other
years. Pressure has been exerted upon
every Senator in this case. Pressure is
still being exerted upon every Senator,
but I sincerely hope it will not result in
any change in the philosophy of the
Senate of the United States as expressed
in these two fields during all the time
of the existence of the Davis-Bacon Act
and of the Federal-aid Highway Act.

Last year in the Senate Public Works
Committee report there was a very fine
statement by the minority in their views
on the then pending bill. That state-
ment so clearly covers the entire ques-
tion that I ask unanimous consent that
it be printed in the Recorp at this point
as a part of my remarks. I shall not
read it into the Recorp, because I have
already commented on some of its
contents. -

CII—576

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
ReEecorp, as follows:

The Davis-Bacon Act was enacted by Con=
gress during the early stages of the depres-
sion of the 1930’s. At that time very few, if
any, of the States had minimum-wage laws
on their statute books, nor had the Federal
Falr Labor Standards Act been passed. To-
day, two-thirds of the States have minimum-
wage laws or are operating under general
labor-management areawide wage rate
agreements covering highway construction.
Indications are that about one-half of the
States have minimum-wage laws based on
prevailing rates being paid in the locality
of the work. Labor classifications in those
States follow in most cases the general pat-
tern set in union-employer agreements, and
in some areas are parallel to those used in
the administration of the Davis-Bacon Act.

The Davis-Bacon Act is now applicable to
highway work performed under direct Fed-
eral contract. It requires, prior to the adver-
tising for bids, that minimum-wage rates be
determined for all laborers and mechanics
employed on the project. These minimum
rates are based on prevailing rates in the
area. The boundaries of the area and the
methods for determining prevailing rates are
determined by the Secretary of Labor.
There is no appeal from his decision.

The regulations further require that
copies of all payrolls be received and checked
by the Bureau of Public Roads for compli=-
ance with labor standards, including rates
of wages paid, overtime, and classification
or reclassification of employees of the con-
tractor or subcontractor, conformable to the
labor classes set forth in the Labor Secre-
tary's decision of minimum wage rates to
be paid on the project. It has been esti-
mated that some 4,000 contracts would be
involved annually under section 17. This
would require the checking of upward of
10 million payroll items for compliance with
labor standards provisions. In addition,
there would be Involved investigations and
hearings on wages or other labor disputes
growing out of the performance of the con-
tract, and surveys of wage levels.

One only has to glance at the above pro-
cedures and figures to understand the vastly
increased burden of Federal administrative
work involved. Whenever this amount of
paperwork becomes involved, delays are
bound to occur. Accordingly, the enactment
of this section would result in serious de-
lays to the completion of the Interstate
System, The procedure indicates the cen-
tralized control and vast power which this
section would place in the Secretary of Labor.

Those who use the analogy of other Fed-
eral legislation, such as the bullding of a
housing project, or an airport, or a hospital,
do not take into account the magnitude of
the construction work contemplated. Nor
do they take into account the fact that roads
stretch throughout all parts of the land
and affect all communities small and large.
It is so vast that other precedents are not
appropriate.

The employment of labor 1s generally rec-
ognized as a local matter, affected many
times by conditions that do not apply uni-
versally. Rates in rural areas frequently are
less than those in citles because of living
costs and reduced hazards involved in the
performance of the work. For example, a
laborer on a rural project would be subject
to less hazard than one in a downtown
locality. A contractor having a large bulld-
ing or housing contract would pay his labor-
ers the same rates whether working on the
building itself or on a street or alley to serve
& new development. When such a rate is
extended to all highway work in the area,
both rural and urban, then the highway rate
would be entirely unrealistic and the fixing
of such an arbitrary level might have a seri-
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ous disruptive eflect on highway construc=
tion.

Such conditions are intensified where it
becomes necessary to fix prevailing levels of
wage rates based on scattered Information re-
celved in Washington, often thousands of
miles away from the area in question. Such
information may not only represent the
highest rates in the area but may actually be
paid under competitive economic or other
condlitions of special application only.

It should be noted, finally, that the fact
that S. 1048 purports to limit this Federal
control to the Interstate System 1s illusory.
It will gradually spread vast Federal controls
to all Federal-aid highways, including farm-
to-market roads. Its effect will also spread
to purely local road construction and main-
tenance in every city, town, vwillage, and
hamlet throughout the Nation.

Since these highways will be designed and
contracted for by the States, will be built by
the States, will belong to the States, and
will be maintained and policed by the States,
we belleve that very careful thought should
be given before the Federal Government
takes on the heavy burdens of expense in-
volved in checking millions of payroll items
for compliance, holding hearings, making
investigations, and otherwise extending its
activity into areas heretofore universally
recognized as responsibilities of the States.

Mr. HOLLAND. The facts stated then
are still true. The position of the
minority last year has now become the
position of the majority of the Senate
Public Works Committee. In the report
last year the minority called attention
to and commented upon the fact that if
this provision were written into the act
it would mean the checking of about
4,000 contracts a year, covering all the
pay items, all the classification items,
and all the promotion or demotion items,
for one factor or another, It was
pointed out by the minority last year
that the amount of administrative work
and the exira expense attendant upon
it would be of such great magnitude that
no one should for a moment overlook it.

I hope Senators will remember that,
but I hope they will remember, above
everything else, that it is now proposed
definitely to change the philosophy of
the the Federal-aid highway program.
Senators say that that is justified be-
cause, as to the Interstate System, it is
proposed that the Federal Government
pay more than it has customarily paid
heretofore on any part of the system.
It is very true that the Federal Govern-
ment, under the pending bill, will pay a
larger portion of construction costs of
the Interstate System. Yet it is equally
true that much of the mileage in the pri-
mary system, much of the mileage in the
secondary system, and much of the mile-
age in the urban system has been paid
for 100 percent by the States, when they
could not await the time when particular
mileage which was important to them
could be reached under the regular Fed-
eral-aid program.

There was no thought at that time,
and there has never been any thought,
of saying that such mileage was not a
part of the Federal-aid system, because
the entire program is built upon the con-
cept that the Interstate System is the
most important mileage, not in a new
Federal system of highways, but in the
Federal-aid road system.

Every mile of it falls in the primary
system or the urban system, with the
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possibility that a little of the mileage
falls into the category of the secondary
system.

Mr. President, there is no doubt in the
world that we have before us now, with
reference to an important and critical
part of the Federal-aid system, an at-
tempt to break away from and do vio-
lence to an established structure, which
we have respected in the past, and which
has brought such good results, and to do
2 things which do violence to 2 fine bits
of Federal philosophy which have pre-
vailed to the advantage of the people of
the Nation ever since these 2 acts were
enacted. I refer, of course, to the Davis-
Bacon Act and the first Federal Aid
Highway Act.

Mr, President, I do not think it is justi-
fiable to do that. I call attention to the
faet that if we do it we will make the
Secretary of Labor, who otherwise has
nothing to do with this program, the
referee and the final decider, subject to
no appeal whatever, of an important fac-
tor of cost, which he will be asked to
determine.

I remember, only a few years ago, when
the Senate, by a huge vote, enacted into
law the Reorganization Plan submitted
by the then President, by which the Bu-
reau of Roads was placed not in the De-
partment of Labor—and was not even
allowed to continue as a separate
agency—but was placed in the Depart-
ment of Commerce for good reasons,
which were argued on the floor at that
time.

Having gone up the hill a good way
and having placed responsibility on the
Secretary of Commerce and on the De-
partment of Commerce, the proponents
of the Chavez amendment would muti-
late the picture of responsibility by giv-
ing a large part of it to the Secretary
of Labor.

There is no question about what the
Secretary of Labor has done heretofore.
For instance, I have a letter from a very
good friend of mine, a small contractor,
who lives in Chipley, Fla. He has quoted
for my information some facts about the
activities of the Department of Labor in
the fixing of prices for labor at Eglin
Field and at Tyndall Field in west Flor-
ida. They are islands of activity sur-
rounded by many miles of rural country
and semirural country, many miles away
from ecities, but with county seat towns
and other towns.

I should like to recite merely a few
contrasts between prices set by the Sec-
retary of Labor applicable to contracts at
Eglin Field and at Tyndall Field, as com-
pared with prices paid in the whole sur-
rounding area under contracts made
under State law, with prices fixed by the
industrial commission of my State, which
is given authority to do this job for
the State of Florida and for both con-
tractors and workers in certain types
of public construction the entire cost of
which is paid by the State.

For instance, in the case of a crane
operator, $3.07 was the rate fixed per
hour at Eglin Field and at Tyndall Field
by the Secretary of Labor, sitting here in
Washington; whereas $1.50, or less than
half as much—but that amounts to $12
a day in an 8-hour day—was fixed by the
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Industrial Commission of the State of
Florida.

As to carpenters, $2.25 an hour, or $18
8 day, was fixed by the Secretary of La-
bor; whereas $2 was fixed by the
Industrial Commission of Florida for the
same class of labor, That rate came
right up to the boundary lines of the two
military reservations.

There are other contrasts. For in-
stance, with reference to cement finish-
ers, the Secretary of Labor said $2.50
was the hourly wage that should pre-
vail—I understood he brought that wage
rate up from Mobile, which is a good
long way from western Florida—whereas
$1.75 was the rate fixed by the State
agency as applicable in the great area
around those two airbases.

We must not fool ourselves by think-
ing that the decisions of the Secretary of
Labor are in accord with the actual con=
ditions prevailing in those areas. It has
not been too long since I have had per-
sonally to take up a matter with the Sec-
retary of Labor relative to prices set for
construction projects on Lake Okeecho-
bee. In that case, he fixed the wage scale
at rates prevailing in the city of Miami,
which is nearly 100 miles away. That
rate was completely out of harmony with
the rates prevailing in many of the small-
er towns closer to that spot than the city
of Miami.

That is the history of the matter.

‘We know that we are not being asked
for this provision—at least I am not in
my own State—by the people who work
for those who build the roads. I under-
stand that of the 75 firms who are in the
road-contracting business in my State,
and who do nothing but that kind of
work, not a single one has had his labor
unionized. His employees stick to him
just like blood brothers.

Whether he is doing work in west Flor-
ida or 900 miles away, down on the keys,
they go with him, because they are a part
of the family. They are well pleased
with the wages they are paid. They stick
with him loyally. They have an esprit de
corps. When it rains, or when it is nec-
essary to continue to pour cement into
the night—of course, they are under the
Wage-Hour Act, and they get paid for
the extra time—they do not think of
stopping or quitting. They are content
to stay with their employer, and they
show it by refusing to be unionized, and
they show it by refusing to take up this
matter with the Senator from Florida
or to show any interest in this bill.

I have had five communications asking
for approval of the Davis-Bacon Act as a
part of this bill. They all come from the
business agents of unions in cities—Mi-
ami, Fort Lauderdale, Tampa, and Jack-
sonville. They are unions which are not
represented in the working staff of the
contractors of Florida.

I have had a visit from a very rep-
resentative and fine group of union peo=-
ple of my State, representing the car-
penters, plumbers, electricians, and
other laboring folk, speaking in behalf
of the Davis-Bacon provision. How-
ever, I have yet to hear from one per-
son who works for the contractors of my
State. They have a sense of very great
loyalty and appreciation, and they are
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being paid more than they ecan make
in other activities, and they stick to the
man who they think is treating them
fair.

That is one aspect of the matter. An-
other is this: I have had this morning a
call from the Florida State Road De-
partment, which apparently is in great
perturbation. It wanted me to state to
the Senate that our road program in
Florida, whether the pending bill is
passed or not, amounts to more than
$100 million a year.

We are constructing with State funds
and under the regular Federal-aid pro-
gram, more than $100 million worth of
roads each year. In addition to that,
we are building a great toll road up and
down the east coast. We are building a
great limited-access system in the city
of Jacksonville. Furthermore, we will
be building more roads of that kind.
The road department believes it is com=
pletely unfair to import chaos and dis-
organization and confusion into the sit-
uation, which will be occasioned by the
bringing of the Bacon-Davis factor into
the program, particularly when it is not
asked for by the very people who would
be affected by it.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield.

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator from
Florida was discussing the Eglin Field
of the United States Air Force. Was the
Senator talking about the firm of
Maultsby & Sutton?

Mr. HOLLAND. No; I was talking
about the firm of Mr. A. Deermont, at
Chipley, Fla. At the time he wrote me,
he had 1 contract at Eglin Field and
he had 8 small contracts in other parts
of west Florida, some of which were cov=
ered by State law and some not, but the
same rates applied to them. He gave
me a summary of the facts based on
the very great contrast between the rates
prevailing at Eglin Field—one of his
contracts was at Eglin Field—and other
contracts in the surrounding areas very
close to Eglin Field.

Mr. KENNEDY. There was a hearing
before the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare, in which the firm of
Maultsby & Sutton was mentioned.
That firm was a prime contractor at
Eglin Field, and it was held in violation
of the Davis-Bacon Act on 7 or 8
counts. I did not know whether the
Senator was making any reference to
that firm,

Mr. HOLLAND. I have not heard of
any complaint of any violation by Mr.
Deermont. He is a very estimable man.
He is what I call a small contractor.
However, he has felt the bite of regi-
mentation and interference from a
level where he cannot be heard with
any degree of satisfaction. He cannot
lay down his job away off in west Florida
and come to Washington and argue out
every matter. He knows that when the
Secretary of Labor here in Washington
speaks up, he is through, because he has
no right of appeal.

I believe he has the right to express
very great opposition to the extension
of the Davis-Bacon principle—as he
believes it will be extended—to all our



1956

roadbuilding- projects. I call the Sen-
ator's attention to the fact that it was
stated by the minority of the Public
‘Works Committee last year—and appar-
ently that position is now taken by the
majority—that this is merely an enter-
ing wedge, and that when it once comes
into one part of the Federal aid system—
which differs in no respect from the
others, except that the Federal contribu-
tion is larger—it will get into other parts
of the system just as surely as we are
standing here today.

My constituent, Mr, Deermont, does
not want to have to do business by re-
mote control, with uncertainties such as
those which would exist in connection
with everything he does and when his
whole payroll situation would be subject
to dictation from Washington.

Mr. KENNEDY. The only point I
wished to make was that in the hearing
at Pensacola, Fla., the report of which
came out in 1952, there are cited numer-
ous breaches of the Davis-Bacon Act.
The way these breaches occurred indi-
cates, in my opinion, the desirability of
the Davis-Bacon Act.

Mr. HOLLAND. The Davis-Bacon Act
applied to that contract. The work was
done for Uncle Sam at Eglin Field, if I
correctly understand. Certainly, I am
not disposed to change that provision.
But when a contractor, who is one of our
finest citizens, tells me of the kind of
regimentation to which he had been sub-
jected from Washington on contracts in
that broad area of west Florida concern-
ing two airbases, I know he is telling me
the truth.

The Senator’s statement as to some
other Florida contractor whom I do not
recognize as being a road contractor is
no answer to the point I am making, be-
cause it is a fact that these things have
been causing trouble. The Department
of Labor made so much trouble under the
original Wagner Act that it became nec-
essary to set up a separate agency to
handle it. One of the principal reasons
for that—and I bring this particularly to
the attention of the distinguished Sen-
ator from Massachusetts—was that it
was proven to the satisfaction of the
Congress, the majority of whom, on both
sides of the aisle, passed that act, that
the Secretary of Labor was not an im-
partial mediator to handle the kind of
a question as to which labor on one side
and industry on the other side had dif-
ferences of opinion.

So, Mr. President, we have recognized
the principle involved. Yet here it is
proposed to make the Secretary of Labor
the arbiter of the important point of
how much money a contractor has to
pay to get his work done.

I yield to my friend, the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. McNAMARAL

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President,
mention has been made of the fact that
generally the Secretary of Labor estab-
lishes wage scales which are usually
found in the larger cities. Generally
speaking, it is necessary to do that for
the practical purpose of getting people
to go into more or less isolated areas
such as the Senator describes, on islands,
for instance.

Mr, HOLLAND. Does the Senator un-
derstand that it is 400 miles from Jack-
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sonville, on one side of the State of
Florida, to Pensacola on the other?

Mr. McNAMARA, It is generally ac-
cepted that in many areas workers have
to travel 400 miles,

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I
shall conclude as quickly as I can——

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Florida yield before he
concludes?

Mr. HOLLAND. I shall be glad to
yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. There is a record
of some violations of the Davis-Bacon
Act. Could not that indicate that where
there is no appeal it is intolerable to
operate under it? It is not conclusive
that the contractor was in the wrong at
all, because it is a very unusual procedure
that an official of the Government is
given so important a responsibility as
this without any appeal provided.

Mr. HOLLAND. That may be one of
the reasons for that situation. But I
will say to the Senator from Massachu-
setts that I have never heard of the mat-
ter to which he has referred, and I do
not know the firm involved.

There may be many reasons for what
happened. Certainly I would not say
that all contractors everywhere are lily-
white, and that they have always treated
their labor correctly. I supported the
Davis-Bacon Act, but I am unwilling to
see the philosophy of that act so changed
as to apply to the field we are now con-
sidering, and I am unwilling to see this
Federal-aid program mutilated by hav-
ing it become a puppet of the Depart-
ment of Labor when it is a shining ex-
ample of Federal-State cooperation, and
has been such throughout many years.

Mr. President, in conclusion, let me
say that this is a pressure matter. It is
a matter in which a group of very good
leaders are trying on behalf of individ-
uals who apparently are not much in-
terested to force something on our Gov-
ernment which will involve very impor-
tant policy changes if we adopt it. I,
for one, do not propose to favor its adop-
tion, because I do not think it is sound.

Mr. President, if the material men and
contractors were meeting together and
trying to force higher prices for the do-
ing of the work or the furnishing of the
materials as we are entering into this
rrogram, we all know what would hap-
pen to them. The Department of Jus-
tice would be on them almost overnight.
Presumably, they would have to go to
jail. I understand that my distinguished
friend from North Dakota [Mr. LANGER]
has often said they do not go to jail
as often as they should, and I agree with
him in that statement, but the fact is
that it is unthinkable that either the
material men or the equipment men or
the contractors would form such a com-
bine or come here with such an axe. If
we yield to the axe coming from any
other direction we shall be just as guilty
as we would be if we had yielded to such
demands as I have mentioned.

Mr. President, this road program is
very much needed. It has been thought
out very carefully by the distinguished
committee which handled the bill, which
was of one opinion last year and in-
cluded this provision, and left it out
this year. I congratulate them on hav-

9171

ing come to that conclusion after a
year’s deliberation and consideration. I
do not think we should override them on
the floor of the Senate. I am perfectly
willing to bring the State regulatory
bodies into the picture. We already
have in my State an industrial commis-
sion consisting of appointees from the
publie, labor groups, and industry
groups, as a wage-fixing agency on many
jobs in connection with State business.
I would have no objection to following
that course on this program. But to
have the long arm of the Federal Gov=-
ernment reach into a great area, which
we are now proposing to make greater,
and which would soon control the whole
Federal-aid program, when every feel-
ing in my breast is that we have gone
too far already, is something which I do
not favor. What we need to do is to
impose greater power upon persons who
are close to the job, where they can see
that it is well done. 'To do the opposite
of that I think would be little less than
a crime. It is for that reason that I have
occupied this much of the Senate’s time.

Mr. President, I withdraw my motion
to recommit.

Mr, ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
send to the desk an amendment which
I should like to have read for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
California will be stated.

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 49, line 25,
it is proposed to insert the following:

Sec. 117. All laborers and mechanics em=
ployed by contractors and subcontractors on
the initial construction work performed on
highway projects on the Interstate Bystem
authorized under section 102 of this act shall
be pald wages at rates not less than those
prevailing on the same type of work in the
Immediate locality. Such prevailing wages
shall be predetermined by the State highway
department or other proper State agency, and
shall be set out in each project advertisement
for bids and each bid proposal form, and shall
also be made a part of the contract covering
each project.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LAIRD
in the chair). The Senator from Cali-
fornia will state it.

Mr. ENOWLAND. In view of the fact
that the amendment has now been modi-
fied to be an amendment to the House
bill rather than to the committee amend-
ment, will my amendment take preced-
ence over the so-called Chavez amend-
ment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from California is correect.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from California is recognized.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I understand the
distinguished junior Senator from Ten-
nessee desires to speak.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I shall
defer my remarks for the moment.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. KNOWLAND. With the under=
standing that the time for the quorum
call will not be charged to either side.

" The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to a guorum call, with the un-
derstanding that the time for the quorum
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call will not be charged to either side?
Without objection, it is so ordered. The
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Alken Fulbright McNamara
Allott George Millikin
Anderson Goldwater Monroney
Barrett Gore Morse
Beall Green Mundt
Bender Hayden Murray
Bennett Hennings Neuberger
Bible O’'Mahoney
Bricker Holland Pastore
Bridges Hruska Payne
Bush Humphrey Potter
Butler Jackson Purtell
Byrd Jenner Robertson
Capehart Johnson, Tex. Russell
Carlson Johnston, 8. C. Saltonstall
Case, N. J. Eennedy Scott

Case, 8. Dak. Kerr Bmathers
Chavez Knowland Smith, Maine
Cotton Euchel Smith, N. J.
Curtis Laird Stennis
Daniel Langer Symington
Dirksen Lehman Thye
Douglas Magnuson Watkins
Duff Malone ‘Welker
Dworshak Mansfield Williams
Eastland Martin, Jowa  Wofford
Ellender Martin, Pa. Young
Ervin McCarthy

Frear McClellan

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, its reading
clerk, announced that the House had
agreed to the report of the committee
of conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses on the amendment of
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 6268) to fa-
cilitate the construction of drainage
works and other minor items on Fed-
eral reclamation and like projects.

The message also announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendments
of the Senate to the hill (H. R. 9390)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of the Interior and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1957, and for other purposes; agreed to
the conference asked by the Senate on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and that Mr. Kirwan, Mr. Nogr-
RELL, Mr. SIEMINSKI, Mr. MaGeNUSON, Mr.
CanwoN, Mr. JENSEN, Mr. FENTON, Mr.
SCRIVNER, and Mr. TABER were appointed
managers on the part of the House at
the conference.

The message further announced that
the House had disagreed to the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
10721) making appropriations for the
Departments of State and Justice, the
Judiciary, and related agencies for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, and for
other purposes; agreed to the confer-
ence asked by the Senate on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses there-
on, and that Mr. RooNEy, Mr. PRESTON,
Mr. Sikes, Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. CANNON,
Mr., CoupeErT, Mr. Bow, Mr. CLEVENGER,
and Mr. TaBer wWere appointed managers
on the part of the House at the confer-
ence.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H. R. 11177) making appropriations for
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the Department of Agriculture and Farm
Credit Administration for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1957, and for other pur-
poses, and that the House receded from
its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate No. 5 to the bill, and con-
curred therein, with an amendment, in
which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The message further announced that
the Speaker pro tempore had affixed his
signature to the enrolled bill (H. R.
6268) to facilitate the construction of
drainage works and other minor items
on Federal reclamation and like proj-
ects, and it was signed by the Vice Presi-
dent.

FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF
1656

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 10660) to amend and
supplement the Federal-Aid Road Act
approved July 11, 19186, to authorize ap-
propriations for continuing the con-
struction of highways; to amend the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide
additional revenue from the taxes on
motor fuel, tires, and trucks and buses;
and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from California is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, the
pending amendment is the amendment
I have offered to the original text of the
bill. Mimeographed copies were made,
and the only change in them is the ref-
erence to where the amendment will be
inserted in the bill. The new language
is as follows:

On page 25, line 17, it i1s proposed to strike
out down to and including line 3 on page
26, and to insert in lieu thereof.

Then the text of section 117 is exactly
as is shown in the mimeographed copies.

I shall not delay the Senate, but I
wish to go over some 14 points which I
believe are important to an understand-
ing of the implications of the Chavez
amendment, which was previously un-
der discussion, and of the importance
of an amendment which leaves rights
in the hands of the several States, be-
cause the roads, in the final analysis, will
be built by the State highway depart-
ments, and not by the Federal Govern-
ment.

First. The contracts will be awarded
by the States, and the States will have
primary responsibility with respect to
proper performance of the work.

Second. Further Federal encroach-
ment upon State functions is undesir-
able. The constitutional authority of
the State to deal with matters within
its own borders should be respected.

Third. The States are fully capable
of making accurate wage determina-
tions. State agencies are more familiar
with wage and employment conditions
within the State than a Federal agency
in Washington, far removed from the
scene.

Fourth. It cannot be argued that the
State agencies would determine wage
rates lower tban those actually pre-
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vailing. Insistence upon Federal wage
determinations implies a lack of confi-
dence in the integrity of the responsible
State agencies.

Fifth. A frequent source of complaint
in the past has been that wage determi-
nations by the Federal Government tend
to follow the wage structures in the
metropolitan areas and to extend these
metropolitan wage rates into nonurban
and rural areas.

Sixth. In many instances work will
be simultaneously performed in the
same locality on construction of inter=
state highways and also upon State pri-
mary, secondary, and urban highways
and streets. Federal wage determina-
tions for the interstate construction
would necessarily affect labor costs on
the other types of road construction.

Seventh. If the Davis-Bacon Act is
made applicable to the Interstate Sys-
tem now, it will ultimately—and I be-
lieve inevitably—be made applicable to
the entire Federal-aid highway system.

Eighth. Wage determination deci-
sions under the Davis-Bacon Act are not
subject to any review. This was ably
brought out by the distinguished Sen=-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. FuLBRIGHTI.
Thus, there is no check upon the au-
thority of the administrative agency
making the determinations. In direct
contrast, State agencies making wage
determinations would be responsible to
the highest State officials and, in most
instances, to the State courts.

Ninth. Inclusion of the Davis-Bacon
Act in the highway bill would also re-
sult in placing enforcement functions in
the Federal Government as provided un-
der Reorganization Plan No. 14, 1950
(5 U. 8. C., sec. 133z-15). This would
mean that the Federal Department of
Labor would have authority to conduct
compliance inspections on work under
State contracts, make nonreviewable
findings, and issue orders requiring State
agencies to cancel contracts, withhold
contractors’ payments, and apply other
types of sanctions.

Tenth. Federal wage determinations
involve delays, redtape, and complica-
tions which would impede the progress
of the interstate highway program.

Eleventh. When the interstate high-
way construction program reaches full
stride, uyward of 10,000 contracts will
be awarded each year. The making of
Davis-Bacon wage determinations for
all these contracts would involve a very
substantial expense to the Federal Gov-
ernment since a large administrative
staff would be necessary to make these
determinations and to maintain inspec-
tions for compliance with the determined
rates.

Twelfth. The Hoover Commission,
after an exhaustive and impartial study,
recommended that the Federal wage de-
termination provision in a comparable
statute, the Federal Airport Act, should
be changed to allow State governors or
their designees to make the prevailing
wage determination in order “to improve
the operation of the Federal-aid pro-
gram and to eliminate certain sources of
dﬁgcord in intergovernmental relation-
ships.”

Thirteenth. In planning the Interstate
Highway System each State had sub-
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mitted its estimate of the cost of con-
structing its portion of the system.
These estimates were based upon labor
costs prevailing within the State. The
inclusion of a provision for Federal wage
determination could throw these esti-
mates out of line and require substantial
upward revision.

Fourteenth. As was so ably pointed out
earlier in the debate by the distinguished
senior Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Byrpl, virtually all State highway offi-
cials are opposed to inclusion of a Fed-
eral wage-determination provision in
this bill.

I might say in conclusion, Mr. Presi-
dent, that as we know, there is a provi-
sion for the Davis-Bacon Act in the
House bill. There is no such provision
in the original Gore bill, as passed by
the Senate. The bill will go to confer-
ence. If there is included the Davis-
Bacon provision. there will be no oppor-
tunity in conference to reach some kind
of adjustment, either for the review of
any finding, as has been suggested by the
Senator from Arkansas, or some other
suitable compromise.

I suggest that, if my amendment is
adopted and if it stays in the bill through
the subseguent parliamentary proce-
dures, we shall then have the Senate
continue its historie position in favor of
keeping the authority over wage scales
in the hands of the States. Certainly,
the Senate of the United States should be
interested in the matter of States’ rights,
if anybody is to be interested in it. The
House will have expressed its position in
favor of the Davis-Bacon Act provision,
and the matter will then have to be
worked out suitably in conference.

I hope the amendment will be adopted.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. - Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. As I understand,
the purpose of the Senator’s amendment
is not to affect wage rates adversely, but
to make it clear that each State is re-
sponsible for fixing the wage rates within
the State.

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator is ab-
solutely correct. I, for one, happen to
have confidence in the integrity of our
State officials, and I believe States like
Massachusetts, California, Ohio, and
States in the North, South, East, and
West are alive to the needs of their citi-
zens. Many States have prevailing wage
laws. The Senator from Kansas men-
tioned that his State has a very good
prevailing wage law. Without imposing
on such States the decision of the De-
partment of Labor, standards will be
established which have been set up by
the States.

Mr, SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield further?

Mr. KNOWLAND, I yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Under the
Senator's amendment, no contractor
could conceal the wages he would pay.
They would be set forth in the bid adver-
tisements, as I read the amendment.
So that every other contractor and the
department of public works in the State
would know what wage the contractor
would pay. Is that correct?
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Mr. ENOWLAND. The Senator is
correct. I read once again from the
language:

All laborers and mechanics employed by
contractors and subcontractors on the initial
construction work performed on highway
projects on the Interstate System authorized
under section 102 of this act shall be paid
wages ot rates not less than those prevailing
on the same type of work in the immediate
locality. Such prevailing wages shall be
predetermined by the State highway depart-
ment or other proper State agency, and shall
be set out in each project advertisement
for bids and each bid proposal form, and
shall also be made a part of the contract
covering each project.

So it will be a matter of public notice
and public information.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield further?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. If the other
amendment, the one offered by the Sen-
ator from New Mexico, should prevail,
it would mean that the Federal Govern-
ment would sit on top of every highway
commission in every State of the Union
and say, “Do it this way, or else.” Isthat
correct?

Mr. ENOWLAND. The Senator is
correct, as I understand the situation.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield? -

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. It seems

to me that what the Senator from Cali-
fornia has offered is exactly what ought
to be adopted. It provides first for pay-
ing the prevailing wage. Secondly, it
provides for a predetermination, so that
a contractor will know in advance, when
he bids, what he is bidding on. It pro-
vides for a predetermination by the State
agency, which is the agency best fitted
to know what the prevailing wage is on
highway contracts in a given loecality.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I wish to thank
the distinguished Senator from  South
Dakota for his remarks. I know he has
given some thought to a possible
amendment along this line, and I want
to give him credit for that.

The distinguished junior Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. WorrForpl
had also been considering an amend-
ment along this line. I wish to pay trib-
ute to him for it. It was because of
the parliamentary situation that I of-
fered the amendment. I believe in keep-
ing within the constitutional doctrine to
protect the rights of the States.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator from California yield
once again?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield.

Mr, SALTONSTALL. I have received
from the commissioner of public works
of Massachusetts, Mr. John A. Volpe, a
telegram which I wish to read in order
to supplement what the senior Senator
fr?:;: California [Mr. EKnowLanpl has
said:

Our opposition to Davis-Bacon Act being
included in any Federal highway bill is not
concerned with costs but we believe the
labor matters should be left with the States.
We have good labor laws, good means of
administering them, and our relationship
with labor has always been excellent. We
feel that these conditions can be continued
better under State administration rather
than Federal.
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Mi. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, be-
fore 1 yield the floor, I ask for the yeas
and nays on the question of agreeing to
my amendment,

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr, McNAMARA. Mr. President——

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the junior Senator from
Michigan [Mr. McNamaral, in opposi-
tion to the amendment of the Senator
from California.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, the
pending amendment of the Senator from
California [Mr. KnowLanp] would es-
tablish, not an authority to deal with
this matter, but at least 48 authorities,
which in effect would be no authority
at all.

Furthermore, the authority to be es-
tablished under the amendment is not
defined. As the amendment reads, the
authority might be the State highway
department, which certainly is not very
readily identifiable, or it might be any
other State agency. Obviously, this is a
move to establish so many authorities
that there will be no authority.

In view of the record the Department
of Labor has had in the field of labor-
management relations, I am astonished
at the lack of confidence expressed on
the other side of the aisle in the Secre-
tary of Labor.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Michigan yield for
a question?

Mr. McNAMARA. Not at this time,
thank you.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Very well.

Mr. McNAMARA. It has been said
over and over again that the Secretary
of Labor has really acted as a tyrant in
that field. But the record simply does
not support such a econtention.

The Department of Labor has done a
magnificent job. It has taken into con-
sideration practical and real problems
involved in establishing wages.

When an airport is built, the labor to
build it must, logically, be drawn, not
from the small towns, but from the larger
communities. Hundreds of mechanics
are required for the construction of an
airport. In a small town there probably
would be not more than 10 mechanics.
In order to obtain sufficient labor for the
construction of an airport, it probably
would be necessary to go to the larger
communities, perhaps hundreds of miles
away.

In the construction industry it is a
standard practice or pattern to obtain
the necessary labor in the communities
where such labor, including mechanics,
is available, In the work described a
moment ago by the Senator from Florida,
mechanics at $1.50 an hour cannot be
used to work alongside of other mechan-
ies who are paid much higher wages.

I think this amendment is not one to
establish any authority at all. I repeat
that the amendment would result in no
authority. I again say that in its long
period of working in this area the De-
partment of Labor has done an excellent
job.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Michigan yield to
me?

Mr. McNAMARA. TIyield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Iagree with the
position of the Senator from Michigan
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regarding the Secretary of Labor. Per-
sonally, I liked the previous Secretary
of Labor, Mr. Tobin, a friend of mine
from Massachusetts.

As I understand the pending amend-
ment, it relates to the situation which
will exist when the bill becomes law. In
the administration of the law, there may
be throughout the entire Nation 10,000
contracts or more. The Secretary of La-
bor is an excellent man; but we must
consider the problem of administration.

The Senator from Michigan comes
from Detroit. He knows the State of
Michigan, and he is popular there. In
the administration of such contracts,
would not the Senator from Michigan
prefer to go to a State of Michigan
agency, where he is well known, and
where he would receive friendly consid-
eration, rather than to have to hurry to
Washington in connection with perhaps
5, 6, or 7 contracts in Michigan alone?

Mr. MCNAMARA. In answer to the
question, Mr. President, let me say that
the Davis-Bacon Act is not needed in
Michigan; it is not needed in Detroit.
Neither is it needed in Boston. But it is
needed in most of the areas where the
40,000 miles of road will be built. Mini-
mum wages will be paid in Massachu-
setts and in Michigan, because in those
States the conditions are such that over
the years the contractors have .paid
minimum wages for work of this kind.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Michigan has
expired.

Mr. MCNAMARA. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Tennessee yield a few
more minutes to me?

Mr. GORE. I yield 2 minutes to
the Senator from Michigan.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Senator from Michigan is recognized for
2 more minutes.

- Mr. McNAMARA. I thank the Sena-
tor from Tennessee.

Mr. President, the existing practices
in Michigan and Massachusetts will not
prevent the payment of less than mini-
mum wages to itinerant workers, who
may not even be citizens, and who, after
helping harvest crops—perhaps the ap-
ple crop—will work in some of the other
States on road projects. That situation
will break down proper working condi-
tions for the local people.

Mr. President, I repeat that that situa-
tion will not hurt Michigan or Massa-
chusetts, it will not hurt Detroit or Bos-
ton, where the Davis-Bacon Act is not
needed, in view of the wages already be-
ing paid there.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. T should like to
ask this question: If the pending amend-
ment is adopted, it will mean that a con-
tractor will have to advertise publicly
what he will pay his help, before he be-
gins the work. Will not that help in re-
spect to the situation to which the Sena-
tor from Michigan has just referred to?

Mr. McNAMARA. No; it will not.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I hope it will.

Mr. MCNAMARA. No, it will not help
a bit, because when an agency such as
the Department of Labor is involved, its
functioning in this situation will be de-
liberately broken down by having so
many agencies participate. To have 48
authorities is to have no authority.
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Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Michigan yield?

Mr. McNAMARA. I yield.

Mr. LANGER. Is it not true that the
richer States will pay higher wages than
will the poorer States?

Mr. McNAMARA. I think they will,
under ordinary circumstances.

Mr. LANGER. Yes.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the junior Senator from Cal-
ifornia [Mr. KucHEL].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from California is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, aside
from my 3 years of service in the Sen-
ate, the only experience I have had in
government has been in State govern-
ment, in a department of the State gov-
ernment of California. For T years I
had the responsibility of condueting the
business of one of the executive agencies
of that government. That was one of
the happiest experiences of my life.

I think most of the Members of the
Senate will recognize that the constitu-
tion of each State of the United States
provides for the legislative branch to sit
in judgment with respect to the power
and authority of the executive branch
of the State government and the various
agencies " of the State government,
whether created by legislative statute
or under authority of the State constitu-
tion.

Mr. President, I raise this question
most sincerely: In the second sentence
af the pending amendment, we find the
following:

Such prevailing wages shall be predeter-
mined by the State highway department or
other proper State agency, and shall be set
out in each project advertisement for bids
and each bid proposal form, and shall also
be made a part of the contract covering each
praject.

Mr. President, in attempting to legis-
late here in the Congress as to what a
department of a State government must
do, I fear that we run into serious con-
stitutional questions and, beyond them,
serious questions of governmental man-
agement,

Let us assume that in the State from
which I come, the State’s higchway de-
partment would have the so-called re-
sponsibility, under a Federal statute, of
determining for the various areas of
California what the prevailing wages in
each of those areas would be. I can
conceive that that responsibility would
require manpower and would require the
appropriation of funds by the legislative
branch of my State government, in order
to do the job which should be done in
order to obtain the answer. Suppose the
legislature of my State should refuse to
appropriate those moneys. Suppose
the legislature of any State should say,
“We are not going to have the Govern-
ment of the United States dictating to
us.” What would that do to a Federal
interstate highway prozram?

I raise this question sincerely. It
seems to me that we are on tenuous
ground when we say to a State agency
under this bill, “We are going to make
you do certain things.” No provision
is made in the bill for the expenditure of
money with respect to the responsibility
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with which we attempt to clothe the
States, and the authority with which we
attempt to clothe them.

One of my most pleasant experiences
has been my 3 years in the Senate as a
member of the Committee on Public
Works. I well remember the first oc-
casion upon which an individual came
before our committee asking that the
Davis-Bacon Act be written into the then
pending highway legislation, which was
being discussed. Not a single word of
protest was uttered by anyone who came
before the committee a year ago with
respect to writing into the highway bill
then under discussion the provisions of
the prevailing-wage statute.

It seems to me that Members of the
Senate ought to face up clearly to the
fundamental issue before us in this
entire debate, The issue is, Do we want
to provide for prevailing wages in con-
nection with a Federal expenditure of
$25 billion? Or do we want to permit
undercutting and underbidding by those.
who are wont to undercut and underbid
in order to get work? In my judgment,
that is the issue which faces the United
States Senate today.

Mr. THYE. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. KUCHEL.
yield.

Mr. THYE. The question I should
like to have answered is this: Assume
that a contractor has been the success-
ful bidder with respect to certain mile-
age of highway in Ohio. Assume that
that stretch of highway extends into
Indiana. He is bidding, and the com-
missioner of highways of the State of
Ohio says, “These are the regulations
you must follow, and this is the wage
you must pay.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from California has
expired.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, may I
have some more time?

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield 1
additional minute to tho Senator from
California.

Mr. THYE. Assume that the com-
missioner of highways in the State of
Ohio says, “These are the regulations,
and this is the wage you must pay.” The
contractor is likewise under contract or
is bidding in the State of Indiana, and
the Indiana commissioner of highways
says, “This is the hourly wage you must
pay for the various classes of workers,
and these are the regulations which you
must abide by under any contract you
enter into.” What type of problem do
we subject the contractor to? Can he
be a bidder under such circumstances,
or must he bid separately for the mile-
age which lies within each State?

Mr, KUCHEL, I think the Senator
has placed his finger on a most impor-
tant problem.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from California has
expired.
 Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield myself 1 minute. I should like to
answer the question of the Senator from
Minnesota.

Is not the answer to the problem that
in the final analysis the building of the
highways will still be under the State

I am very glad to
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highway departments? That part of the
highway being built in the State of Ohio
is built under the supervision and direc-
tion of the Highway Department of the
State of Ohio. That which is being built
in Indiana, Minnesota, or any other
State will pe built under the supervision
of the highway department of the par-
ticular State. So there would have to
be separate contracts in any event.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield sufficient time so that I
may ask him a question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from California yield for
that purpose?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield.

Mr. THYE. Is it not true that this
is a national system of highways, ex-
tending from East to West and from
North to South? We want uniformity;
and if we are to have uniformity, and
if we are to have a continuity of suc-
cessful bidding across the Nation, it will
have to be under some system of bidding
across the Nation. We cannot have a
contractor bidding on 5 or 6 miles of
highway in Ohio, 5 or 6 miles in Indiana,
7 or 8 miles in Wisconsin, and 10 miles
in Minnesota, and have any uniformity
or continuity of successful bidding.

Mr, ENOWLAND. That is exactly
what would happen in any event. To
follow the argument of the Senator from
Minnesota to its conclusion, I say most
respectfully that the theory should have
been to turn over to the head of the Fed-
eral Bureau of Roads the entire $25 bil-
lion, or so much of it as was to be used in
the Interstate System, and say to him,
“You contract for a Federal system of
roads.” But that is not the theory of the
bill. The theory of the bill is that we
shall use the State highway depart-
ments, which have had great experience
with this character of work. We all
want the Interstate System completed,
but it is to be completed by the States.
If we want to impose upon them the de-
cision of a single official in Washington
as to the prevailing wage, which has not
been the situation in the past, that is
one question, as a matter of policy. As
the Senator from Virginia IMr. BYrpl
pointed out earlier in the day, the over-
whelming majority of State highway
departments are very much opposed to
any such provision.

Mr. THYE. I thank the Senator.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield 2
minutes to the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. DoucLas!.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, we
now have before us the Knowland
amendment instead of the Chavez
amendment. The Knowland amend-
ment would give to the State highway
departments, rather than the United
States Department of Labor, the re-
sponsibility for determining the prevail-
ing wages. In my judgment, in certain
States where union labor is very weak,
the result would be that the highway
departments would fix the nonunion
scales as the wage for common labor,
which would be set at a very low level.
I am pained to find the distinguished
minority leader taking this position
after the protestations which the Sec-
retary of Labor has made that the Eisen-
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hower administration is favorable to the
cause of labor,

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from New York
[Mr. LEHMAN].

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I think
the proposed amendment of the minority
leader would inevitably delay work on
this program for a very considerable pe-
riod of time.

A great many of the States have no
prevailing wage laws. It is claimed that
25 of the States have prevailing wage
laws. Assuming that to be true, that
would leave 23 States which do not have
such laws. Legislative action would be
required in each of those States in order
even to commence the work which is to
be undertaken.

Furthermore, a number of States have
assigned to different agencies the duty
of determining rates of pay. In some
States, the determination is made by the
highway commissioner. In other States
it is made by the industrial commis-
sioner; and in other States it is made by
still other officials or agencies.

The most important thing, from which
we cannot possibly escape, is that this
interstate road system is a Federal
project. Even the law is called the Fed-
eral-Aid Road Act.

Ninety percent of the cost of the pro-
gram is to be defrayed by the Federal
Government, Where does the Federal
Government get the money from which
the appropriations and grants are made
to the States?

The States of Arizona, New Mexico,
California, New York, and Pennsylvania
do not necessarily raise all the money
whieh will be coming to them under this
program. It is a Federal program. The
people of the States of New York, Penn-
sylvania, California, New Mexico, Ari-
zone, Montana, and Minnesota all con-
tribute. So all the States have a very
definite stake in this program. I do not
think we can escape that fact.

We would be foolish, and unwise, and
our action would be unjustified, if we
turned over the conduct of this great
Federal program exclusively to the
States. If we approve this amendment, I
believe that, inevitably, certain States,
the States which have higher standards
of living, will pay high wages, while other
States will pay low wages. There will
be no uniformity and no general policy.
Forty-eight States can adopt schedules
of wages which will have no relation to
each other.

Obviously, too, there will be no uni-
formity whatever in the conduct of the
work. The Davis-Bacon Act was spon-
sored by Representative Bacon, of New
York, a very distinguished Republican
Congressman. He stated his reasons for
sponsoring it more than 25 years ago
when he wrote:

‘I want to cite the specific instance that
brought this whole matter to my attention.
The Government is engaged in building in
my district a Veterans’ Bureau hospital.
Bids were asked for; several New York con-
tractors bid, and in their bids, of course, they
had to take into consideration the high
labor standards prevailing in the State of
New York. I think I can say that the labor
standards in New York are very high. The
wages were fair, and there has been no dif-
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ficulty in the building trades between the
employee and employer in New York for
some time. And the situation existed there-
fore, and the New York contractors made
their bids, having the labor conditions in
mind. The bid, however, was let to a firm
from the South, and some thousand non-
union laborers were brought to New York in
my own congressional district. They were
hired onto this job, they were housed, and
they were paid a very low wage, and the
work proceeded. Of course, that meant that
labor conditions in this part of New York
State where the hospital was being built
were entirely upset. It meant that the
neighboring community was very much
upset.

If we adopt the amendment of the
minority leader and thus do away with
all uniform labor standards, on a Federal
program toward which all the taxpayers
of the country contribute to the extent of
90 percent of the cost, then we are sanc-
tioning a complete diversity in the com-
puting of rates of pay and in working
conditions.

It is an unfortunate and a bad amend-
ment. It would inevitably delay the
prosecution of the work. It would also,
in my opinion, lower labor standards in
many parts of the counfry. The Fed-
eral Government has a right to supervise
standards. Supervision should not be
left wholly to the discretion of the com=-
missioners of 48 separate States.

Mr. GORE. Mr, President, I yield 2
minutes to the Senator from Oregon.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I
join the chairman of the Senate Com-
mittee on Public Works in opposition to
the amendment. It is all very well to
speak about States rights, but we should
not at the same time overlook States’
responsibilities. Any Member of the
Senate who is concerned about the result
of the adoption of the Davis-Bacon pro-
vision can very easily move to amend
the proposed legislation to have the
States pay 50 percent of the funds, for
example.

However, all that is heard is the argu-
ment that the States should set the wage
standards on the project, but that the
Federal Government shall continue to
pay 90 or 95 percent of the cost.

It seems to me that if the Federal
Government, under the Bureau of Public
Roads, can set the specifications of how
the highways should be built, there is
nothing sinful or immoral or inimical
about having the Federal Government
set the wage standards. If the States
are to set the wage standards, as pro-
posed under the amendment offered by
the distinguished Senator from Cali-
fornia, why should it not also be pro-
posed, collaterally, that the States shall
set specifications as to road curvature
and width and other standards? I op-
pose the amendment, and I join the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Senate com-
mittee in opposition to it.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield
2 minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Minnesota.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
believe it is well known in the Senate
that when the Federal Government
builds a highway entirely with Federal
funds, such as a highway on a Federal
reservation or in a forest area, or on any
other Federal property, the Davis-Bacon
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provisions apply. In other words, where
100 percent of the cost is paid by the
Federal Government, there is no doubt
that Congress has stated that the wage
standards shall be established by the
Department of Labor.

With respect to the Interstate High-
way System, about 95 percent-plus of the
total cost of the system is to be paid out
of the Federal Treasury. Are we to un-
derstand, because a contribution of ap-
proximately 10 percent is to be paid by
the States, that we are to sacrifice and
throw out the window the principle of
federally established wage standards on
the whole Interstate Highway System?

It seems to me that that argument
falls for lack of merit. It seems to me
it is rather foolish to argue that a very
small confribution of 10 percent on the
part of a State is sufficient reason to
destroy an established policy by the Fed-
eral Government, which has been in ef-
fect for many years.

‘It should also be noted that in the
building of airports, the Davis-Bacon Act
applies, as it does in the building of all
defense facilities and flood-control proj-
ects and rivers and harbors projects.
Even when small local contributions are
made in such a case, the Davis-Bacon
provisions apply.

I should like to cite other instances
where the Davis-Bacon provisions apply,
in the event that the Recorp is not com-
plete. They are the Federal Airport Act,
the School Survey and Construction Act
of 1950. Incidentally, I should like to
point out that the late Senator Taft was
a cosponsor of that act, and went along
with that provision. I am rather sur-
prised to see the minority leader take a
position which is a retreat from the posi-
tion once held by his distinguished pred-
ecessor in the Senate. The Hospital
Survey and Construction Act, in connec-
tion with which there is a considerable
Federal contribution. Work done under
that act must be done in accordance
with the principles of the Bacon-Davis
Act. The slum clearance and urban re-
newal program. The National Housing
Act. The Multi-Family Rental Housing
Act. The Defense Housing Act. The
Community Facilities Act. The Lease-
Purchase Contract Act of 1954. Under
that act, the Davis-Bacon provisions ap-
ply when a private contractor builds
property to be leased by the Government,
even though the Federal Government's
relationship is only that of a tenant.
Nevertheless Congress insisted that the
principle established in the Davis-Bacon
Act with respect to prevailing wages be
incorporated into that legislation estab-
lishing the Lease-Purchase Contract Act.

I say most respectfully that the argu-
ment to limit the Davis-Bacon Act, to
weaken it, to adulterate it, as the Know-
land amendment would do, falls for lack
cf merit.

The adoption of the Knowland amend-
ment would mean the sacrificing on this
interstate highway system all the wage
provisions that Congress has written into
law throughout the past years for the
sole purpose of paying lipservice to what
some people call local or States rights.
We already insist on a much more strin-
gent system with respect to private con-
struction in the Lease-Purchase Act than
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we would apply to the highway system,
which is entirely public in use and pur-

se.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield 3
minutes to the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I am per-
suaded that the Knowland amendment
has not been offered for the purpose of
bringing about the implementation of
the prevailing wage principle. In the
first place, so far as I know, a program
or a method of fixing the prevailing wage
is not now in effect as a matter of law
in the 48 States on a State basis. I take
it that if a State had one method of fix-
ing the prevailing rate, under this
amendment, if adopted and made a part
of the law, such State could not partici-
pate in this proram until the legislature
had met and provided a means of deter-
mining the prevailing wage within the
State. But even if it were effective, Mr.
President, it would fix the minimum of
48 prevailing wage rates.

Mr. President, everything that goes
into a highway is the product of labor,
and the workers who did the work in
connection with the product being used
received the prevailing wage with refer-
ence to the production of that product.
- All the amendment of the Senator
from New Mexico would do would be to
give to the workers in each State who
do the construction labor the same right
they have now with reference to the de-
velopment of every product that goes
into the construction of the highway.

So, as I interpret it, the rejection of the
Chavez amendment would mean a denial
to the road construction workers in our
States of the privilege which is now en-
joyed by every other worker whose labor
goes into the manufacture of any prod-
uet used in building the highways.
Whether it be a truck or an automobile
or gravel or a rock product or cement or
asphalt or steel, the various laborers who
produced those commodities received the
prevailing wage. If we defeat the
amendment, we are saying that we will
not permit construction workers to en-
Jjoy the same privilege which the workers
in connection with every other product
used in the highway construction have
already received.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Oklahoma yield?

Mr. KERR. I yield.

Mr. CHAVEZ. In the construction of
our highways, what are the essential
things? One is cement. Does that re-
quire labor? Another is asphalt. Does
that require labor?

Mr. KERR. And steel.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Oklahoma has
expired.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I yielded
for a question.

Mr. GORE. I yield an additional
minute to the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Does not the man who
helped to construct a bulldozer in Ohio
contribute to the highway construction?

Mr. KERR. Yes; and if he helped to
construct it in Ohio, and it is used in
Oklahoma, he is paid the prevailing
wage. And I believe the worker in Okla-
homa who puts together the products of
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the labor of so many groups, which go
into the finished product of the highway,
is just as much entitled to the prevailing
wage as are the workers who made all
the products which go into highway con-
struction.

Mr. CHAVEZ. That is the reason for
the amendment.

Mr. KERR. I thank the Senator from
New Mexico. That is why I say the
amendment offered by the Senator from
California should be defeated, and the
amendment offered by the Senator from
New Mexico should be adopted.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Tennessee has 1 minute
on the amendment.

Mr. GORE. 1 yield myself that min-
ute and 2 minutes on the bill.

I wish to call to the attention of the
Senate the fact that the amendment of-
fered by the distinguished minority
leader, the senior Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr. KNnowrLanp], is an amend-
ment to the House text. No matter what
disposition the Senate may make of the
amendment offered by the senior Senator
from California, the pending question
will then be the amendment to the Sen-
ate bill offered by the Senator from New
Mexico on which all time has expired.
So, apparently, we will have two suc-
cessive rollealls.

Briefly, Mr. President, I should like
to make my position clear on this mat-
ter. It seems that the two amendments
are diametrically opposed to each other.
The amendment offered by the senior
Senator from New Mexico proposes to
attach the condition, upon the grant of
90 percent of the funds, that the prevail-
ing wage as determined by Federal of-
ficials shall be paid.

The idea of the Federal Government
attaching conditions to a Federal grant
is not new. It has been done in the case
of funds for hospital construction.
Under the present law the Bureau of
Public Roads has already sent to the
various States standards of construction
which must be met in order to obtain
funds. The grade must meet certain
conditions, there must be certain curva-
tures, certain vision requirements.
They attach to the granting of the 90-
percent fund for interstate highways.

The senior Senator from New Mexico
would attach, in addition, the condition
that the prevailing wages be paid.

The Senator from California has pro-
posed to amend the House bill, which
would not settle this issue at all, to pro-
vide that the 48 State highway depart-
ments fix the wages.

There are some real questions in-
volved. Some States do not have meth-

ods of fixing prevailing wages. Some
do.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

time of the Senator from Tennessee has
expired.

Mr, GORE. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on the Chavez amend-
ment,

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield
myself 1 additional minute in order that
the senior Senator from Oregon may ask
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a question of the distinguished minority
leader.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, can the
Senator from California advise me
whether Secretary of Labor Mitchell ap-
proves of his amendment?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I will say to the
Senator that I have not discussed the
amendment with Secretary Mitchell.

Mr. GORE.  Mr, President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Tennessee withhold
his suggestion for a moment?

Mr. GORE. Yes.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield so much time as he may need to
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
CorToN].

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I had
not intended to take 1 minute in this
debate, but as a member of the Commit-
tee on Public Works who last year took
part in the debate on this question, I
cannot refrain from taking a moment at
this time.

Mr. President, yesterday on the floor
of the Senate, when we were discussing
" the question of the allocation of funds to
various States, some of us were trying
to point out that either under the so-
called Gore bill, which prescribed an
arbitrary formula, or under the House
bill, which is predicated on a set of un-
realistic estimates, the result might be
unsatisfactory., When we suggested
what we thought was a common sense
approach, namely, that the highway de-
partments of the States should award
contracts to build their proper share of
the roads, and then the Secretary of
* Commerce, through the Bureau of Public
Roads, should study the contracts and
approve them, I recall that the distin-
guished Senator from Oklahoma and
other members of the committee said,
“No. There is one thing which, through-
out the hearings and throughout the de-
liberations of the Committee on Public
Works, we have maintained, namely,
that these are not going to be national
highways, they are going to be built by
the States, and we are not going to put
into the hands of a Cabinet official in
Washington—in this case, the Secretary
of Commerce—the arbitrary and far-
reaching power of passing on the division
or allocation of the funds in the building
of highways in the various States.”

Mr. President, I should like to have
the attention of the Senator from Okla-
homa. I do not wish to quote him in-
correctly, but only yesterday, in answer-
ing my question, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Oklahoma said—and I am
quoting from the REcorp of yesterday's
debate:

.The highway assistance program l1s one of
the few remaining definite recognitions by
the Federal Government of the sovereignty
of the States, and it is one of the most
aignlﬁcant programs wherein the soverelgnty
and the identity of the States are recog-
nized and preserved.

Mr. President, what is sauce for the
goose is sauce for the gander. If we
cannot delegate to the Secretary of
- Commerce the power simply to examine,
to coordinate, and to approve the con-
tracts which are entered into by the
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highway departments of the several
States, how can we approve of giving
arbitrary power to the Secretary of
Labor, without any right of appeal, to
fix the standards of wages throughout
the country, to fix the scale of wages
which will seep down into every town
and city in the land? If one Cabinet
officer should not have such power, an-
other certainly should not.

I suggest that we shall be doing what
we have never done before. The build-
ing of a hospital in a community or the
improving of a harbor facility does not
leave its imprint on the wage scale of a
community for years to come. But the
fixing of wages for hichway construc-
tion is something which will remain, and
will make the highways cost more, thus
increasing the problem through the
years.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from New Hampshire
has expired.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield 3 additional minutes to the Sena-
tor from New Hampshire.

Mr. COTTON. Mr, President, if we
are able to write into the bill an arbi-
trary power which will enable the Secre-
tary of Lahor, without the right of ap-
peal, to override, if he desires, even the
agreements entered into between labor
unions and employing contractors in the
fixing of wages, then I hope that later,
when we consider the matter of alloca-
tions, we can forget all the statements
which have been made about a formula
in one bill and a set of estimates in the
other. If the highways are intended to
be Federal highways, then let them be
Federal highways.

One more point. Who will pay for
the highways? Again and again I have
heard distinguished Senators say that
the Federal Government will pay 90 per-
cent. Where will the Federal Govern-
ment get the money? It does not grow
in the Treasury. It comes from the citi-
zens, the businessmen, the taxpayers of
the 48 States.

If the Davis-Bacon provision shall be
adopted, let us not hear any more about
a system of Federal aid. It will have
become a nationalized highway system,
with more power centralized in the Fed-
eral Government than has been the case
in any similar program.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
junior Senator from Arizona.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
think it might be well to include at this
point in the REcorp a list of States hav-
ing minimum- or prevailing-wage re-
quirements on highway construction.
The list appears on page 291 of the hear-
ings on the bill. I therefore ask unani-
mous consent that thé table be printed
at this point in the REcCORD.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

STaTEs HAVING MINIMUM- OR PREVAILING-
WAGE REQUIREMENTS onN HicHwaY CoON-
STRUCTION 1
Twenty-five States having prevalling

wage-rate laws: Arizona, California, Con-

necticut, Idaho, Illincois, Indiana, Kansas,

iFlorida has prevailing-wage law on cer-
tain highway bridges not counted in this list.
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Eentucky, Massachusetts, Montana, Nevada,
New Hampshire, New Jersey, New Mexico,
New York, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania,
Rhode Island, Tennessee, Texas, Utah,
Washington, West Virginia, and Wisconsin,

Five States having administratively prede-
termined wage rates: Delaware, Maine, Min-
nesota (by administrative ruling), Nebraska,
and Vermont.

Five States having statutory minimum-
wage rates: Colorado, Nevada (also has pre-
vailing law), New Hampshire (also has pre-
vailing law), Texas (also has prevailing law),

. and Wyoming.

States having prevailing wage-rate
B e e e e e it e s s S e 25
States having administratively deter-
mined minimum wage-rate require=
e ek M e T e e o b
States having statutory minimum rates,
3 of which also have prevailing wage

L S e e S IR R R i e 5
States not having any of the above®*._. 18
Total Bl

That overlap -3
Total 48

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
am prepared to yield back the remainder
of my time on the Knowland amend-
ment.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Michigan will state it.

Mr. McNAMARA. AmIcorrectin as-
suming that the proposed amendment of
the Senator from California is an
amendment to the House text of the
bill?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Michigan is correct.

Mr. McNAMARA. I wonder if Sena-
tors have properly taken into considera-
tion the fact that a similar amendment
was rejected in the House by a vote of
162 to 77.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
suggest that this is the Senate of the
United States. We have not acted on
the proposal.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Chair correctly understand that the
Senator from California has yielded back
the remainder of his time?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I am prepared to
yield back the remainder of my time. I
do not know whether a point of order has
been made on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A point
of order has not been made.

Mr. KNOWLAND, Iyield backthe re-
mainder of my time on the amendment,
and I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The FRESIDING OFFICER. All time
of the Senator from Tennessee on the
amendment has expired.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the time to be
taken for the quorum call not be charged
to either side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the time for the gquorum call
will not be charged to either side. All
time having been yielded back, and the
absence of a quorum having been sug-
gested, the clerk will call the roll.

2 Alabama, Arkansas, Florida (except
bridges), Georgia, Jowa, Louisiana, Maryland,
Michigan, Mississippl, Missouri, North Caro-
lina, North Dakota, Oklahoma, South Caro-
lina, South Dakota, Virginia.
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The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Alken Frear McNamara
Allott Fulbright Millikin
Anderson George Monroney
Barrett Goldwater Morse
Beall Giore Mundt
Bender Green Murray
Bennett Hayden Neuberger
Bible Hennings O'Mahoney
Bricker Pastore
Bridges Holland Payne
Bush Hruska Potter
Butler Humphrey Purtell
Byrd Jackson Robertson
Capehart Johnston, 8. C. Russell
Carlson Kennedy Baltonstall
Case, N. J. Kerr Scott

Case, S. Dak, Knowland Smathers
Chavez Euchel Smith, Maine
Cotton Laird Bmith, N. J.
Curtis Langer Stennis
Daniel SBymington
Dirksen Magnuson Thye
Douglas Malone Watkins
Duft Mansfield Welker
Dworshak Martin, Jowa  Willlams
Eastland Martin, Pa ‘Wofford
Ellender McCarthy Young
Ervin McClellan

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
California [Mr. KENOWLAND].

The yeas and nays having been or-
dered, the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. ALLOTT (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. Fran-
peERs]. If he were present and voting,
he would vote “yea.” If I were premitted
to vote, I would vote “nay.” Therefore,
I withhold my vote.

Mr. CAPEHART (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. CLEM-
EnTs]. If he were present and voting, he
would vote “nay.” If I were permitted to
vote, I would vote “yea.” Therefore, I
withhold my vote.

Mr. ELLENDER. On this vote I have a
pair with my colleague, the distinguished
junior Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
long]l. If he were present and voting,
he would vote “nay.” If I were permitted
to vote, I would vote “yea.” Therefore, I
withhold my vote.

Mr. FULBRIGHT (when his name was
called.) On this vote, I have a pair with
the senior Senator from West Virginia
[Mr. Neery]l. If he were present and
voting, he would vote “nay.” If I were
permitted to vote, I would vote “yea.” I
therefore withhold my vote.

The rollcall was concluded.

Mr. SMATHERS. Iannounce that the
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. CLEMENTS],
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LoNG,
and the Senator from Alabama [Mr,
SrarRkMAN] are absent on official business.

The Senator from Texas [ILIr. JOHN-
son], the Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
KEeFAUVER], and the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. NEeLY] are necessarily ab-
sent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
Kerauver] would vote “nay.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. FrLan-
pERs], the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
ScHOEPPEL], and the Senator from Wis-
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consin [Mr, WiLEY] are absent on official
business.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN-
rooreErR] and the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. JENNER] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from New York [Mr.
Ives] is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr, Mc-
CarTHY] is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. McCarTaHY] and
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. SCHOEP=
PEL] would each vote “yea.”

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 39,
nays 39, as follows:

YEAS—39
Barrett Ervin Mundt
Bennett Frear Robertson
Bricker George Russell
Bridges Goldwater Saltonstall
Byrd Holland Smathers
Carlson Hruska Bmith, N. J.
Case, 8. Dak., Johnston, 8. C. Stennis
Cotton EKnowland Thye
Curtis Malone Watkins
Daniel Martin, Towa  Welker
Dirksen Martin, Pa. ‘Williams
Dworshak McClellan Wofford
Eastland Millikin Young

NAYS—39
Alken Hayden McNamara
Anderson Hennings Monroney
Beall Hill Morse
Bender Humphrey Murray
Bible Jackson Neuberger
Bush Kennedy O'Mahoney
Butler Kerr Pastore
Case, N. J. Euchel Payne
Chavez Laird Potter
Douglas Langer Purtell
Duff Lehman Scott
Gore Magnuson Smith, Maine
Green Mansfield Bymington

NOT VOTINC—17

Allott Hickenlooper McCarthy
Capehart Ives Neely
Clements Jenner Schoeppel
Ellender Johnson, Tex. Sparkman
Flanders Kefauver Wiley
Fulbright Long

The VICE PRESIDENT. On this vote
the yeas are 39 and the nays are 39.
Under the Constitution, the Vice Presi-
dent, having the right to vote in case of
a tie, casts his vote in the affirmative,
and the amendment is agreed to.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
move that the vote by which the amend-
ment was agreed to be reconsidered.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I move
to lay on the table the motion to recon-
sider.

Mr. HUMPHREY and other Senators
requested the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Bripces] to lay on the table the motion
of the Senator from California [Mr.
Krnowranp] to reconsider the vote by
which the amendment was agreed to.

The yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. CAPEHART (when his name was
called). On this vote, I have a pair
with the Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
Crements]. If the Senator from Ken-
tucky were present and voting, he would
vote “nay.” If I were at liberty to vote,
I would vote “yea.”

Mr. FULBRIGHT (when his name was
called). On this vote, I have a pair
with the Senator from West Virginia
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[Mr. NeeLy]. If the Senator from West
Virginia were present, he would vote
“nay.” If I were at liberty to vote, I
would vote “yea.”

Mr. ELLENDER (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the junior Senator from Louisiana, my
colleague [Mr. Long]l. If he were pres-
ent, he would vote “nay.” If I were at
liberty to vote, I would vote “yea.” I
withhold my vote.

The rollcall was concluded.

Mr. SMATHERS. I announce that
the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. CLEM=
ENTs], the Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
Loxg], and the Senator from Alabama
[Mr, SparKMAN] are absent on official
business.

The Senator from Texas [Mr. JoHN-
soN]1, the Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
Krrauver], and the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. NEeLy]l are necessarily
absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. KEFauvER] would vote ‘“‘nay.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Iannounce that
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. Fran-
pERs], the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
ScHoEPPEL], and the Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. WiLEY] are absent on offi-
cial business.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN-
LooPER] and the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. JENNER] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from New York [Mr.
Ives] is absent because of illness.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Vermont [Mr. FranpeErs] and the
Senator from Kansas [Mr. ScHOEPPEL]
would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 41,
nays 39, as follows:

YEAS—41
Allott Ervin Mundt
Barrett Frear Rol
Bennett George Russell
Bricker Goldwater Saltonstall
Bridges Holland Smathers
Byrd Hruska Smith, N. J.
Carlson Johnston, S. C. Stennis
Case, S. Dak. Knowland Thye
Cotton Malone Watkins
Curtls Martin, Towa Welker
Daniel Martin, Pa. Williams
Dirksen McCarthy ‘Woflord
Dworshak MecClellan Young
Eastland Millikin

NAYS—39
Alken Hayden McNamara
Anderson Hennings Monroney
Beall Hin Morse
Bender Humphrey Murray
Bible Jackson Neuberger
Bush Kennedy O'Mahoney
Butler Eerr Pastore
Case, N. J. Euchel Payne
Chavez Laird Potter
Douglas Langer Purtell
Dufft Lehman Scott
Gore Magnuson Smith, Maine
Green Mansfield Symington

NOT VOTING—I15

Capehart Hickenlooper Long
Clements Ives Neely
Ellender Jenner Schoeppel
Flanders Johnson, Tex. Sparkman
Fulbright Kefauver Wiley

So the motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion now recurs on the amendment of the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr, CHAVEZ].
All time has expired.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield myself 5 minutes on the bill.
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Because of the parliamentary situa-
tion, the amendment which has just been
agreed to was first offered in order that
there might be an opportunity for an
expression by the Senate. First I pro-
posed a unanimous-consent request that
it be voted upon ahead of the Chavez
amendment. Inasmuch as i would have
been an amendment in the third degree,
that could not be done except by unani-
mous consent. I made the unanimous-
consent request that the amendment
might be offered at that point to the
Chavez amendment, without the rule
applying.

The distinguished senior Senator from
New Mexico, as he had a perfect right to
do under the rule, refused to grant
unanimous consent for that purpose.

I then stated that from the parliamen-
tary point of view, in order to offer my
amendment to the committee amend-
ment, it would be necessary for me then
to move to lay on the table the Chavez
amendment, with the understanding
that if that motion prevailed, I would
then offer the amendment which the
Senate has just acted upon favorably.

I do not wish to foreclose any debate,
but we have debated this amendment for
most of the day. I do not wish to fore-
close any Senator who wishes further to
discuss the subject, but in order that the
action of the Senate in agreeing to an
amendment to the House language may
not be an empty gesture, inasmuch as
that language will be substituted by the
committee amendment, I feel that in
fairness to the Senate I must at the
proper time, without foreclosing any de-
bate, move to lay on the table the amend-
ment of the Senator from New Mexico,
with the understanding that if that mo-
tion shall prevail I will again offer the
amendment which has just been agreed
to by the Senate.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 2 minutes on the bill,

In view of the expressed sentiment of
the Senate, the senior Senator from New
Mexico has authorized me to say that he
is willing to modify his amendment by
striking out the period at the end of line
4 on page 2, inserting a comma, and the
words “after having solicited the advice
of proper State officials.”

Does the Senator from New Mexcio
so modify his amendment?

Mr. CHAVEZ. It appears that the
Senate wishes to have the advice of State
highway officials before a determination
is made. For that reason I agree with
the Senator from Tennessee, and will
modify my amendment to that effect.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object—and I shall
personally not object to the Senator
modifying his amendment, although
unanimous consent is required for him
to do so—I point out that the amend-
ment would still leave the power in the
hands of the Secretary of Labor, and
there would be no appeal from his de-
cision. Solicitation of the advice of
State highway officials would be purely
- discretionary, and there is no indication
that the Secretary would follow such ad-
vice. So I do not believe that the modi-

fled amendment would meet the point.

raised by the Senator from Arkansas;
nor would it meet the very fundamental
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problem which we have discussed all
afternoon, namely, the fact that these
highways are to be built by the State
highway departments, and that the
amendment would be an abridgement of
the rights of the States.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the senior Sen-
ator from New Mexico may be permitted
to modify his amendment in the manner
he has indicated.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, the dis-
tinguished Senator from New Mexico
has a perfect right to offer his amend-
ment, as we all know. However, it would
be an empty gesture. It would provide
for the solicitation of an opinion, with
no way of providing the Secretary with
anything more than an opinion. I shall
not object, but the amendment would be
an empty gesture. -

Mr. CHAVEZ. That is a matter of
opinion. I believe in the right of dis-
agreement. I do not think it would be
an empty gesture. When a Federal of-
ficial inguiries of a State government, or
a State higchway department, with re-
spect to matters pertaining to the high-
way program, that is not an empty ges-
ture.

I have more faith in our State officials,
possibly, than do some others. But I
believe that when the Federal Govern-
ment is paying 90 percent of the cost
of the highways, the Federal Govern-
ment should at least have the right of
determination. I am willing to modify
the extent of such authority by providing
for the solicitation of the opinion of the
State highway department.

That is why I seek to modify my
amendment. I thank the Senator from
Tennessee for asking unanimous con-
sent that my amendment may be modi-
fied to that extent.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Presi-
dent, reserving the right to object—and
I shall not object, because I think the
Senator from New Mexico should have
permission to modify his amendment—I
should like to bring to his attention the
other point involved in the EKnowland
amendment, which has not been dis-
cussed, namely, the question of predeter-
mination. Even with the language as
proposed to be modified, it seems to me
that the difficulty is that there is no pre-
determination. I think an essential part
of the Enowland amendment was the
provision for predetermination, so that
wages would be set forth in the project
advertisement, and so that the bidder
would know what he was bidding upon.

I wonder if the distinguished Senator
from New Mexico would include in his
proposed modification of his amendment
the addition of these words:

Such prevailing wages shall be predeter-
mined, and shall be set out in each project
advertisement for bids and each bid proposal
form, and shall also be made a part of the
contract covering each project.

Mr. CHAVEZ, Mr. President, I feel
that the Senator’s suggestion is very
good. The only difficulty I see is that
there are 48 different hichway depart-
ments and 48 different highway com-
missioners. Every State is different. As
the Senator knows, usually the members
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of the hichway commissions in the sey-
eral States are appointed by the gov-
ernors of the States.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. What I
have suggested would not go to that
point. It would merely require that the
Secretary of Labor shall make his deter-
mination before the contract is let, in-
stead of afterward, so that the contractor
would know it when he made his bid.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I would have no objec-
tion to it.

SEVERAL SENATORS. Regular order!

The VICE PRESIDENT. The regular
order has been requested.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, may
we have the request restated?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Tennessee has requested that the
Senator from New Mexico be permitted
to modify his amendment to the extent
suggested by him.

Mr. ENOWLAND. May we have the
language read?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
I,g.ry will read the suggested modifica-

ion.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2,
line 4, it is proposed to strike out the
period, substitute a comma therefor, and
insert the following language: *“after
having solicited the advice of proper
State officials.”

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I under-
stood the distinguished chairman of the
committee to say that he would have no
cbjection to adding the requirement of

predetermination,
By the Secretary of

Mr. CHAVEZ.
Labor.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. ¥Yes. I
would add at the end of the amendment,
as modified, the following sentence:

Such prevalling wages shall be determined
and shall be set out in each project adver-
tisement for bids, and in each bid proposal
form, and shall also be made a part of the
contract covering each project.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, would the
Senator be willing, in view of the judg-
ment of the Senate just recently ex-
pressed on his amendment, to modify it,
after the words “Secretary of Com-
merce,” by adding the words “based on
findings made by the appropriate State
agency, which shall be binding on the
Secretary”? ]

Mr. CHAVEZ. I am afraid not. I
should like to have the Federal Govern-
ment have some finality in the deter-
mination.

Mr. ENOWLAND. There we have the
fundamental issue, I believe, between the
two situations. It is a question whether
the wage rates of the States shall be
imposed.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I am acting more and
more like a Republican, and the Senator
from California is acting more and more
like a Democrat.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I am proud to act
like a Jeffersonian Democrat, if that is
still popular in this Chamber.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I
should like to ask a question of the Sen-
ator from California relative to the issue
before the Senate now. I ask unanimous
consent that I may do so at this time.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection? The Chair hears none.
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Mr. HOLLAND. In -the eveni the
amendment of the Senator from New
Mexico remains as it is now, and is voted
down on a motion to lay on the table,
as the Senator from California has sug=-
gested he will make such a motion, is it
or is it not the purpose of the Senator
from California to offer again in the
same words the amendment which the
Senate has adopted, addressed this time
to the committee amendment?

Mr. KNOWLAND. If the motion
which I intend to make, to lay on the
table the amendment of the Senator
from New Mexico, shall prevail, I intend
to offer an amendment to this section
and in exactly the same words as the
amendment just recently approved, and
in precisely the same form.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ob-
ject to the request.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection is
heard.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I shall now
use 2 minutes on the bill, which I yield
to myself.

Mr. President, the issue is now sharply
drawn. The Senate now has a clear-
cut choice. Does the Senate wish fo
apply to a 90-percent Federal grant of
funds to construct interstate highways
the Federal prevailing wage provisions
of law? ;

It needs no argument, and I shall
make no further argument. If we can-
not apply Federal wage standards to
projects to which the Federal Govern-
ment contributes 90 percent of the funds,
then for what reason do we have Federal
wage standards? .

Unless the Davis-Bacon provision of
law, written into law by a Republican
Congress under the leadership of a Re-
publican administration, cannot be ap-
plied to projects to which the Federal
Government contributes 90 percent, then
we may as well repeal the Davis-Bacon
Act.

I yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr, KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield myself 3 minutes. I do not be-
lieve that the arguments made by the
Senator from Tennessee are valid, It
seems to me that the fundamental con-
stitutional principle at issue today is
whether we are to apply for the first
time in this type of program Federal
regulations upon the 48 sovereign States.
If it be said that we are going to do it
with reference to a project calling for a
90-percent Federal contribution, what
are we going to do in the case of a project
that calls for an 80-percent or 70-per-
cent or 60-percent Federal contribution?
Where are we going to draw the line?
If we are to do it on the principle that
the Federal Government will build the
roads, then we are proceeding on the
wrong premise. In that case, what we
should do is turn over to the Federal
highway officials the entire sum of
money to be spent and tell them to build
the Federal highway system. If we wish
to impose the discretion of Federal offi-
cials upon State authorities, without any
appeal, then we should vote for the
Chavez amendment.

However, let us not in the future hear
the plea for States’ rights or for sover=
eignty of States, if today we override
those rights and the sovereignty of the
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States, by giving to any Federal official,
I care not what his party political affilia-
tion may be, the right to override State
authority and override State-established
customs and laws, and to do so without
any right of appeal. That is the fun-
damental issue before the Senate today.
I am proud, as one Republican in the
Senate, to appeal to my Democratic
friends on the other side of the aisle:
“If you want to uphold the rights of the
States in this Chamber, now is the time,
this is the place, and this is the issue.”

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ENOWLAND. I yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. I wonder whether the
Senator heard the statement made by
the distinguished Senator from Arizona
[Mr. GoLpwATER], that of the 48 States
of the Union, only 25 have thus far
established a means of regulating pre-
vailing wages. If that be the case, will
the Senator from California agree with
me that it will take a long, long time
for the States to set up the necessary
procedure. This will particularly be
true in view of the fact that some legis-
latures do not meet more than once
every 2 years, and therefore there will
be great delay caused among the States
which have not provided this kind of
machinery?

Mr. KNOWLAND. Idonotagreethat
there will be any delay on the highway
program. I have served as a member of
the legislature of my State, and the dis-
tinguished Senator from New York has
served as Governor of his State. I have
never taken the position that all the wis-
dom is concentrated in the Federal Gov-
ernment in Washington. We have a
great Nation of 165 million people. The
founders of this Republic wisely created
a Federal system. The 48 States now
build their highways. We are making
a contribution toward an Interstate
System which will be built by the States.
Why should we say that we have no
confidence in the States, and why should
we try to impose the discretion and ad-
ministration of one Federal official on
the States without any right of appeal?
I have more confidence in the States
than to do that to them.

Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. If itisa fact that only
25 of the 48 States have provided the
necessary procedure by which prevailing
rates of wages can be regulated, I again
ask is not delay inevitable, in view of
the fact that no legislatures are in ses-
sion now, and that in many States bien-
nial sessions are held?

Mr. KNOWLAND. That may be; but
the opposite argument to the argument
of the Senator from New York is that, if
the States fail to keep up to what may
be considered proper standards, we will
impose the Federal will upon them. I
do not think that should be done. I be-
lieve that the 48 States are 48 experi-
mental laboratories. I believe that the
States in many activities are actually
ahead of the Federal Government, and I
do not believe we should try to impose
a pattern on the 48 States of the Union
based on what some officials in Wash-
ington may determine it should be. The
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people elect the legislatures and the leg-
islatures can pass new laws. I will not
sit here, so long as I have a voice and a
vote, and impose the will of the Federal
Government upon States in connection
with a matter which is properly the
function of the States.

Mr. LEHMAN. ‘Mr. President, I donot
wish to delay the Senator any longer, but
I would appreciate it if he would yield to
me once more. :

Mr. ENOWLAND. I am glad to yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. If what the Senator
has said is correct—and I know that
anything he says is correct—how does
he justify the fact that in at least nine
of the Federal-aid programs the Davis-
Bacon Act is in effect and provides the
procedure which is followed?

Mr. KNOWLAND. Because I think as
to most of the instances to which the
Senator refers, for example, construction
in connection with flood control, the work
is done by a Federal agency, the Army
engineers. But this is not such a case.
These roads are not to be built by Army
engineers. They are not to be built by
the Federal Highway Division; they are
to be built by the highway departments
of the 48 States of the Union.

Mr. LEHMAN. I have in mind for in-
stance the building of hospitals, under
the Hill-Burton Act, Lease Purchase Con-
tracts Act, Slum Clearance Act, and the
FHA housing program. In all of these
and others, the Federal Government
makes relatively small contributions, In
the Federal interstate road program the
Government pays 90 percent of the cost.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Tennessee yield me a
little time? 2

Mr. GORE. Mr, President, I yield 2
minutes to the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr.- HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
wish to say to the Senator from Cali-
fornia that he has made an eloquent
plea for States rights. If he would
amend his plea and make it for the peo-
ple’s rights, I would be more impressed.
The right of a State to do what? To
depress wages? The right of the States
to have inferior standards? No one
would complain if a State wants to go
above the prevailing wages. We have
tried to raise the standard of living in
this country. I think, as I have said on
other occasions, that we should distin=-
guish between States rights and the peo-
ple’s rights.

The Senator from California says the
States are going to build these high-
ways. I ask, with whose money? The
Federal Government is to contribute 90
percent of the money. That money does
not come in equal proportions from ev-
ery State. Some States have high wage
standards. The State of Illinois will
help pay for highway construction, or
the people of the State of Illinois will
pay. The State is a legal structure.
It has no spirit or soul. What is im-
portant is the people of the State—the
people who live and work in the respec-
tive States.

The people of the State of Illinois and
the State of Minnesota will be paying
taxes, and I think they have a right to
expect that those taxes will not depress
wages.
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I am in somewhat of a quandary with
respect to the Senator’s position——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from Minnesota has ex-
pired.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield 1
additional minute to the Senator.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Frankly, I am ina
quandary about the position of the Sen-
ator from California. Is he saying to
the Senate that we should repeal the
part of the Federal Airport Act which
relates to prevailing wages? Airports
are a part of the transportation system
of this country, as are Federal highways.
Is the Senator saying that every one
of the bills we have passed, such as the
bill for hospital construction, the bill for
slum clearance, and so forth, to which
the Davis-Bacon Act applies, ought to be
repealed? Those are laws under which
private groups share in the cost of the
projects.

I think the Senator’s argument is
more or less a legal one which would
make a fine treatise in a law journal, but
it does not make much economic sense.

Mr, KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield myself two minutes.

I should like to say to the Senator
from Minnesota that it is because I
believe in human rights and the people’s
rights that I am here advocating States
rights. The men who drafted our Con-
stitution were very wise. They knew
that when a people had lost their free-
dom they had lost it primarily because
of concentration of power in the Nation’s
Capital, and usually because power was
in the hands of a single individual. In
drafting the Constitution, out of the wis-
dom of the ages, they createa a division
of power. They not only jealously
guarded against power being concen-
trated in the executive, but provided for
three coequal and coordinated branches
of the Government, and to protect our
freedom under those circumstances they
made the Federal Government one of
limited and specified powers, and re-
served to the States and to the people
thereof all other powers.

They did so fundamentally and pri-
marily because they wanted to protect
the people’s rights, human rights. It was
for that reason that they created this
great constitutional system of ours.

I have no apologies to make for rising
on the floor of the Senate and defending
the rights of the States, because I think
I am defending the rights of the people
when I do so.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from California yield fur-
ther?

Mr. KNOWLAND.
tional time to yield.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from California has expired.

The question now recurs on agreeing to
the so-called Chavez amendment.

Mr. KENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
move to lay the Chavez amendment on
the table, and on that question I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the j1otion of the
Senator from California to lay on the
table the Chavez amendment. On this

I have no addi-
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question the yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll, and Mr. AIxeN voted in the
negative when his name was called.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from California will state it.

Mr. ENOWLAND. As I understand,
the vote is on my motion to lay on the
table the Chavez amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
is correct.

Mr. KNOWLAND. A vote of “yea” is
a vote to lay the amendment on the
table; a vote of “nay” is a vote not to
lay the amendment on the table.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The Senator
is correct.

The clerk will resume the call of the
roll.

The legislative clerk resumed the call
of the roll.

Mr. ALLOTT (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the junior Senator from Vermont [Mr.
FranpeErsl. If he were present and vot-
ing, he would vote “yea.” If I were per-
mitted to vote, I would vote “nay.” I
therefore withhold my vote.

Mr. EASTLAND (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the junior Senator from Indiana [Mr.
Jenner]. If he were present and voting,
he would vote “nay.” IfI were permitted
to vote, I would vote “yea.” I therefore
withhold my vote.

Mr. POTTER (when his name was
called). I have a pair with the senior
Senator from Kansas [Mr. SCHOEPPEL].
If he were present and voting, he would
vote “yea.,” If I were permitted to vote,
I would vote “nay.” I withhold my vote.

Mr. SMATHERS (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. CLEM~
enTs]. If he were present and voting,
he would vote “nay.” If I were permitted
to vote, T would vote “yea.” I therefore
withhold my vote.

The rollcall was concluded.

Mr. ELLENDER. On this vote I have
a pair with my colleague, the junior Sen-
ator from Louisiana [Mr. Loncl. If he
were present and voting, he would vote
“nay.” If I were permitted to vote, I
would vote “yea.” I withhold my vote.

Mr. SMATHERS. I announce that
the Senator from Kentucky (Mr. CLEM-
ENTs], the Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
Lowng], and the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. SparxMaN] are absent on official
business.

The Senator from Texas [Mr. JouN-
soN], the Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
KerFauver], and the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. NEegLy] are necessarily
absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. KeFauveR] and the Senator from
West Virginia [Mr. NEeLy] would each
vote “nay.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce
that the Senator from Vermont [Mr.
FLanDERs], the Senator from Kansas
[Mr. ScaoEppEL], and the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. WiLEY] are absent on
official business.
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The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HIcKEN=-
LooreEr] and the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. JENNER] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from New York [Mr, Ives]
is absent because of illness.

The result was announced—yeas 37,
nays 41, as follows:

YEAS—3T7
Barrett Frear Robertson
Bennett Fulbright Russell
Bricker George Saltonstall
Bridges Goldwater Smith, N. J.
Byrd Holland Stennis
Carlson Hruska Thye
Case, S. Dak. Knowland Watkins
Cotton Martin, Iowa  Welker
Curtis Martin, Pa, Williams
Daniel MeCarthy Wofford
Dirksen McClellan Young
Dworshak Millikin
Ervin Mundt

NAYS—41
Afken Hayden Mansfield
Anderson Hennings McNamara
Beall Hill Monroney
Bender Humphrey Morse
Bible Jackson Murray
Bush Johnston, 8. C. Neuberger
Butler Kennedy O'Mahoney
Capehart Kerr Pastore
Case, N. J. Kuchel Payne
Chavez Laird Purtell
Douglas Langer Scott
Duff Lehman Smith, Maine
Gore Magnuson Symington
Green Malone

NOT VOTING—17

Allott Ives Potter
Clements Jenner Schoeppel
Eastland Johnson, Tex. Smathers
Ellender Eefauver Sparkman
Flanders Long Wiley
Hickenlooper Neely

So Mr. KNowLAND'S motion to lay on
the table the amendment of Mr. CHAVEZ
was rejected.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion now is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. CHavEZ].

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The yeas
and nays having been previously or-
dered, and all time on the amendment
having expired, the clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll, and Mr. Aiken voted in the
affirmative when his name was called.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr,
President, a parliamentary inguiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota will state it.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Are we
voting on the Chavez amendment as it
was printed and as it was on the desks
of Senators; or was the Chavez amend-
ment modified in accordance with the
request of the Senator from New Mex-
ico?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment was not modified. The vote is on
the Chavez amendment as it is printed
and as it appears on the desks of Sen-
ators.

Mr. CHAVEZ, I may say to the Sen-
ator from South Dakota that I asked
to have it modified, but objection was
made from this side of the aisle.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will resume the call of the roll.

The legislative clerk resumed the call
of the roll.

Mr. ALLOTT (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair witk
the junior Senator from Vermont [Mr
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FranpeErs]. If he were present and vot-
ing, he would vote “nay.” If I were per=-
mitted to vote, I would vote “yea.”
Therefore, I withhold my vote.

Mr. EASTLAND (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the junior Senator from Indiana [Mr.
Jenner]l. If he were present and voting,
he would vote “yea.” If I were per-
mitted to vote, I would vote “nay.” I
therefore withhold my vote.

Mr. ELLENDER (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
my colleague, the junior Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. Longl. If he were
present and voting, he would vote “yea.”
If I were permitted to vote, I would vote
“nay.” Therefore I withhold my vote.

Mr. SMATHERS (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the Senator from XKentucky [Mr.
CLEMENTS]. Were he present and vot-
ing, he would vote “yea.” If I were per-
mitted to vote I would vote “nay.” I
therefore withhold my vote.

The rolleall was concluded.

Mr. SMATHERS. I announce that
the Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
CLEMENTS], the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. Long], and the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are absent on offi-
cial business.

The Senator from Texas [Mr. JOHN-
son], the Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
Kerauverl, and the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. NEeLyY] are necessarily
absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. KerFauveEr] and the Senator from
West Virginia [Mr. NEELY] would each
vote ny n

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce
that the Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Franpersl, the Senator from Kansas
[Mr. ScHOEPPEL], and the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. Witev] are absent on
official business.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN-
-LOOPER] and the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. JENNER] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from New York [Mr.
Ives] is absent becaucse of illness.

On this vote, the Senator from Kansas
[Mr. ScHOEPPEL] is paired with the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. WiLey]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Kansas would vote “nay,” and the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin would vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 42,
nays 37, as follows:

YEAS—42
Aiken Hayden Mansfield
Anderson Hennings MeNamara
Beall Hin Monroney
Bender Humphrey Morse
Bible Jackson Murray
Bush Johnston, S. C. Neuberger
Butler Kennedy O'Mahoney
Capehart Kerr Pastore
Case, N. J. Kuchel FPayne
Chavez Laird Potter
Douglas Langer Purtell
Duff Lehman Scott

Magnuson Smith, Maine

Green Malone Symington

NAYS—3T7T
Barrett Curtis Goldwater
Bennett Danliel Holland
Bricker Dirksen Hruska
Bridges Dworshal Knowland
Byrd Ervin Martin, Towa
Carlson Frear Martin, Pa.
Case, 8. Dak. Fulbright McCarthy
Cotton George MeClellan
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Millikin Smith, N. J. ‘Williams
Mundt Stennis ‘Wofford
Robertson Thye Young
Russell Watkins
Saltonstall Welker

NOT VOTING—I18
Allott Ives Schoeppel
Clements Jenner Smathers
Eastland Johnson, Tex. Sparkman
Ellender Eefauver Wiley
Flanders Long
Hickenlooper Neely

So the amendment of Mr. CHAVEZ was
agreed to,

Mrs. SMITH of Maine, Mr. President,
I send to the desk my amendment,
5-21-56—A, and ask that it be stated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment will be stated.

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the
amendment be printed in the REcorp at
this point, and that I be permitted to
proceed.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

The amendment of Mrs. Smira of
Maine, to the committee amendment
was, on page 50, between lines 8 and 9,
to insert the following new section:

Bec. 118. The Secretary of Commerce is
authorized and directed to make a full and
complete investigation and study for the
purpose of determining what action can be
taken by the Federal Government to promote
the public welfare by increasing highway
safety in the United States. In making such
investigation and study the Secretary of
Commerce shall give consideration to—

(1) the need for Federal assistance to
State and local governments in the enforce-
ment of necessary highway safety and speed
requirements and the forms such assistance
should take;

(2) the advisability and practicability of
uniform State and local highway safety and
speed laws and what steps should be taken
by the Federal Government to promote the
adoption of such uniform laws;

(3) possible means of promoting highway
safety in the manufacture of the various
types of vehicles used on the highways;

(4) educational programs to promote
highway safety;

(5) the design and physical characteris-
tics of highways; and

(6) such other matters as it may deem

advisable and appropriate.
The Secretary of Commerce shall report his
findings, together with such recommenda-
tions as he may deem advisable, to the Con-
gress not later than June 30, 1957,

On page 50, line 9, strike out “SEc.
118" and insert in lieu thereof “Szc. 119.”

On page 50, line 12, strike out “SEc.
119" and insert in lieu thereof “Sec. 120.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. How much
time does the Senator from Maine allot
to herself?

Mrs. SMITH of Maine, I yield myself
12 minutes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Maine is recognized for 12 minutes.

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. Presi-
dent, the genesis of this amendment be-
gan 6 months ago, in November 1955,
when I assured President Eisenhower of
my full support of his leadership for
highway safety, and announced that I
would submit in the Senate a resolution
calling for the Senate Labor and Public
Welfare Committee to conduct an in-
quiry and study of highway safety to de-
termine what action could be taken by
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the Federal Government to stop the an-
nual slaughter on the highways.

I stated that it was my hope that such
a study would include statements and ob-
servations from, first, highway officials of
the several States as to their possible
needs with respect to paying for ade-
quate enforcement forces; second, auto-
mobile manufacturers with respect to
emphasis on safety features on automo-
biles such as seat belts, crash cushioning,
polaroid lights, and other safety features,
rather than current emphasis on in-
creasing the speed and horsepower of au-
tomobiles; and third, highway safety ex-
perts with respect to the advisability and
practicability of uniform safety and
speed laws.

On January 5, 1956, I submitted Sen-
ate Resolution 156, which incorporated
these objectives. I regret to say that as
of this time the committee to which the
resolution was referred has not given it
any consideration.

However, I am grateful that within the
last 2 weeks individual Members of the
Senate have evidenced similar interest.
On May 24, 1956, my good friend and
former resident of Maine, the senior
Senator from Illinois [Mr. Dovucrasl,
submitted a Senate resolution similar to
mine of 5 months before, calling for an
investigation by the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare of means of effecting
greater hichway safety.

Since he was until recently a member
of the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare, I sincerely hope that he will re-
ceive greater response from that com-
mittee to his resolution than I have.

On May 16, 1956, another of my good
friends and colleagues in the Senate,
the junior Senator from Minnesota [Mr.

_HumpPHREY ] announced his enlistment in

the cause for an investigation and study
for greater hichway safety, with the no-
tice that he intended to offer an amend-
ment to the highway bill to authorize and
direct the Secretary of Commerce to
make such a study.

The amendment I offer now to the
highway bill lifts the language of my
Senate Resolution 156, which I submitted
5 months ago, and applies it to the Secre~
tary of Commerce, instead of to the Sen-
ate Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare. By no means does this amend-
ment mean that I have abandoned all
hope that the Senate will make such a
study. To the contrary, I am more
hopeful that it will, now that the senior
Senator from Illinois has also submitted
a resolution calling for the same thing.

Instead, I hope -that this grave and
awesome problem may receive twofold
consideration, and may be tackled by
both the legislative branch and the
executive branch.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Maine yield?

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. I prefer to
finish my statement, and then I shall be
glad to yield.

Mr. GORE. Certainly.

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President,
I am sure that the Senate needs no ex-
tended discussion of details in support
of my amendment, the need is so clear
and commanding.

We Americans have immediate con-
cern over war casualties, but we have
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failed to show an equal concern about
highway casualties. Yet, Mr, President,
recklessly driven vehicles can, and do,
kill Americans just as completely as
bombs do.

On Wednesday we shall make many
Memorial Day speeches honoring those
killed in war, and vowing that every
effort must be made to prevent future
war killings, Yet, we scarcely give at-
tention to stopping the highway kill-
ings—which, ironically enough, will be
high on Memorial Day.

In fact, the annual automotive Killing
is approaching 40,000 lives, in addition
to the million Americans injured and the
economic loss of billions of dollars each
year from automotive accidents.

I do not propose Federal intervention
in State matters; but I do believe that
40,000 deaths, a million injuries, and a
multi-billion-dollar economie loss eaused
by automotive accidents so greatly affect
the welfare of Americans nationally that
our Federal Government, both Congress
and the executive branch, has a grave
responsibility to study the matter and
determine how it can effectively and ap-
propriately assist in lowering this awe-
some annual loss.

All of us agree that something should
be done. But our lack of response to
the urgency of the matter is almost un-
believable. It is like the weather—we
just talk about it, instead of doing some-
thing. While we cannot do much about
the weather, we certainly can do much
about stopping the high rate of mass
murder and maiming on our highways.

One might ask what relevance a
safety-welfare measure has to a highway
construction bill. The answer is very
simple and very direct; it is just this:
We are putting jet cars on horse-and-
buggy roads. That is one of the reasons
why 40,000 Americans are being killed
every year.

I want to commend the junior Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. HumpHREY] for
his action on his amendment, which has
substantially the same objective as that
of my amendment. However, in all seri-
ousness and sincerity—and without any
pride of authorship, for—after all—it
was essentially drafted by the Senate
legislative counsel—I submit that my
amendment is preferable. It is prefer-
able for the following reasons:

In the first place, my amendment
would require the Secretary of Com-
merce to report 2 years sooner than the
amendment of the junior Senator from
Minnesota would. My amendment
would require a report to be made with-
in 1 year, but not later than June 30,
1957, whereas the amendment of the
junior Senator from Minnesota would
allow a period of 3 years and would per-
mit the report to be made by June 30,
1959.

My amendment differs on the time
aspect, because while I acknowledged
that studies sometimes take a great deal
of time, all of us realize that a study or
survey can sometimes be the means of
brushing something aside and letting
the mere operation of time kill it. I
do not want that to happen in this case,
because I consider this matter to be ex-
tremely urgent, inasmuch as nearly 40,~
000 people are killed on the highways
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each year. At that rate, we cannot
afford to wait for 3 years.

Time is of the essence. This cannot
be a leisurely, take-your-time approach;
and to allow longer than 1 year for the
making of the first report would be just
tragically too long.

Certainly if more time is needed—as
I would expect, because I think this
study should be a continuing one—the
authorization for the study can be ex-
tended.

My point is that the sooner a report is
required, the sooner we shall get cor-
rective action; and the sooner we get
corrective action, the sooner we shall
save lives and stop wholesale slaughter
on the highways.

My amendment differs further from
the amendment of the junior Senator
from Minnesota in that my amendment
would specifically bring into participa-
tion in the making of such a study and
investigation with Federal officials, the
representatives of automobile manufac-
turers, as well as State and local officials.

My amendment proposes a study of
the advisability of having uniform State
and local highway safety and speed
laws, and proposes a study of vehicles,
educational programs, and other facets.
Although these might be covered by the
amendment of the junior Senator from
Minnesota, they are not specifically cov-
ered by it, and we have no specific as-
surance that they would be covered by
it.

One final and very personal word on
this important subject: In all the years
I have served in the House and the Sen-
ate there is nothing that I have wanted
to be adopted by Congress more than the
amendment I am now offering. I feel
that way because I know of nothing
worthier for Congress to do than to
save lives. There could be no greater
gratification to me than to have the
Senate adopt what might be known as
the Smith Life Saving Amendment.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Maine yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GOLDWATER in the chair). Does the
Senator from Maine yield to the Senator
from Oregon?

Mrs. SMITH of Maine.
glad to yield.

Mr. MORSE. 1T rise to support the
amendment of the Senator from Maine
and to commend her for the leadership
she is giving the Senate in connection
with the safety drive she is making by
means of the Smith amendment.

I wish to say that in the course of her
remarks the Senator from Maine gave
the American people, I believe, the clear
call of duty in connection with this mat-
ter. It seems probable that this year
approximately 40,000 persons will be
slaughtered on our highways. In my
opinion, that makes this issue one of the
major domestic issues confronting us,
insofar as moral problems are con-
cerned—and this is a problem of good
morals. In my judgment, good morals
are vitally connected with good govern-
ment.

I am particularly glad that the Sen-
ator from Maine has indicated by her
amendment that State agencies, traflic

I am very
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safety groups, and State councils are to
be called on to be of assistance in con-
nection with the survey which is to be
made. I am particularly pleased that
her amendment calls for a l-year time
limit, because—and now I speak as a
former member of the Committee on
Public Works—we have a great wealth
of material which needs to be correlated
and coordinated into findings and con-
clusions which can be presented to both
Federal and State officials.

Last of all, I wish to point out that
when I was a member of the Commit-
tee on Public Works the experts who
testified before it were unanimously in
agreement about the problems and dan-
gers arising from the high-powered auto-
mobiles now in use. The distinguished
Senator from Maine has used a very apt
phrase in that connection; she has re-
ferred to such high-powered automobiles
as jet automobiles, which is exactly what
they are. We should face the fact that
the horsepower placed under the hoods
of modern automobiles is far in excess
of what is reasonably needed for trans-
portation and turns such automobiles
into dangerous weapons. We can pro-
vide all the safety programs we may wish
to provide, but until we construct high-
ways which can safely accommodate
automobiles of this type we shall not
make much of a dent on the casualty
lists.

‘That is why this provision belongs in
a road-building bill. I think it is im-
portant to emphasize the fact that our
road builders, the Federal agents who
are to make use of Federal funds in the
States, have a clear moral obligation to
see to it that the results of such a study
and survey as the Senator from Maine
proposes are put to work in building
safer highways.

I congratulate the Senator from Maine
for the great leadership she is giving
to us on this subject.

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. I thank my
distinguished colleague from Oregon. As
always, he is constructive and coopera-
tive, and I appreciate his kind words.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I have
conferred with other members of the
Public Works Committee with reference
to the amendment which the Senator
from Maine has suggested. We accept
it, and we assure her that we will try
to save it in conference.

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. I thank the
distinguished Senator from New Mexico,
chairman of the Public Works Commit-
tee. As always, he is most cooperative
and helpful, and I greatly appreciate his
statement.

Mr, HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I am
more than happy to support the amend-
ment of the Senator from Maine, which
has been accepted by the commitiee
chairman.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CuorTIs in the chair). Who is yielding
time to the Senator from Minnesota?

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. Presi-
dent, I have the floor, and I am glad to
yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY, I think this is one
of the most important amendments that
could be adopted to the bill. As the
Senator from Maine has noted, I had
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submitted an amendment of similar im-
port. I think her amendment has some
points in it which mine did not cover.

The Senator from Maine has been ac-
tive in the fight for traffic safety for
vears. Let me say, as a colleague and
friend of the Senator from Maine, that
I submitted my amendment after receiv-
ing a letter from the American Auto-
mobile Association. I read a proposal
by one of my colleagues in the House
of Representatives, Representative JouN
A. BraTnix, of the Eighth Congressional
District of Minnesota. He talked with
me about his proposal in the House, and
hoped that we might be able to do some-
thing of a similar nature in the Senate.
With that as a backeground, I submitted
my amendment.

As a part of the legislative history I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp at this point in connection
with my remarks a letter dated May 18,
1956, which I have received from the
American Automobile Association. The
letter is signed by Mr. Burton W. Marsh,
director of the traffic engineering and
safety department.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECoRrDp,
as follows:

AMERICAN AUTOMOBILE ASSOCIATION,
Washington, D. C., May 17, 1956.
Re proposed amendment to Federal-aid high-
way bill for traffic safety studies.
The Honorable Huserr H. HUMPHREY,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR HumPHREY: Attached
are two copies of a suggested amend-
ment to H. R. 10660, as now being con=-
sidered in the Senate for the purpose of
securing greatly needed traffic safety studies.
Purposely, the proposed amendment has been
reduced to what is considered to be the
minimum practical number of words. It will
be noted that it relates to section 10 (a)
of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954,
which section reads as follows:

*“The Secretary of Commerce is authorized
in his discretion to engage in research on
all phases of highway construction, recon-
struetion, modernization, development, de=
sign, maintenance, safety, financing, and
traffic conditions, including the effect thereon
of State laws, and is authorized to test,
develop, or assist in the testing and develop-
ing of any material, invention, patented arti-
cle, or process. The Secretary may carry out
the authority granted hereby, either inde-
pendently, or in cooperation with any other
branch of the Government, State agency,
authority, assoclation, institution, corpora-
tion (profit or nonprofit), or any other or-
ganization or person. The funds required
to earry out the provisions of this subsection
shall be taken out of the administrative and
research funds authorized by section 21 of
the Federal Highway Act (42 Stat. 212), as
amended. The provisions of section 3709 of
the Revised Statutes (41 U. 8. C., sec. 5) shall
not be applicable to contracts or agreements
made under the authority of this subsec-
tion."

The proposed amendment does three things
over and beyond what is in section 10 (a):
(1) It not only authorizes but directs that
a comprehensive study of all phases of high-
way traffic safety be made. (2) It makes it
clear that such study would include physical
highway characteristics, but would not be
limited thereto. It would also cover the
human element, etc. (3) A report with rec-
ommendations is called for by a specific date.

The traffic fatality total for 13 consecutive
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months has been higher than that for the
same month of & year earlier. Unless the
situation is reversed, we are on our way
this year to the highest number of persons
ever killed by traffic accidents on our streets
and highways.

A number of Members of Congress have
expressed an interest in greater Federal ac-
tivity in the field of traffic safety.

This amendment is also in line with a
resolution adopted by the Committee on
Research of the Advisory Council to the
President’'s Committee for Traffic Safety.
That Committee consists of 28 representa-
tives of virtually all of the major national
organizations in this country interested in
traffic safety. In a meeting attended by 21
of these persons, there was a unanimous
vote in favor of a study being made under
the auspices of the Bureau of Public Roads
and that this be provided for through con-
gressional legislation.

For years, it has been recognized that there
is great need for further study of basic
causes of accidents and various national
groups have called for such studies, Un-
fortunately, the resources have never been
available and the studies have not heen
made. The need is especially urgent in
light of the rapid growth of traffic involving
an estimated 3 cars on the road 10 years
from now compared to each 2 now.

Unless such a Federal study is provided

for through congressional action, there is
very little chance that these greatly needed
researches will be conducted any time in
the near future.
- Buch researches would henefit all c!asses
of road users—the truckers, the motor bus
group and passenger car owners. It would
benefit rural areas, where three-fourths of
the traffic fatalities occur, as well as urban
areas.

It is our hope that some such amendment
will  be introduced and acted upon on a
bipartisan basis for the great benefit of all
the people of our country.

We trust that this will provide informa-
tion which will be useful to you in connec-
tion with this matter, and we stand ready
to help you in any way that we can.

Sincerely,
BurTOoN W. MARSH,
Director, Traffic Engineering and
Safety Department.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I also ask unani-
mous consent to have printed in the
Recorp at this point as a part of my re=
marks a table which I developed relat-
ing to the rate of automobile accidents,
and showing the number of deaths tak-
ing place on our highways, as compared
with the death rate and accident rate
in other areas of American life.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

In 1954, 560,077 people died of diseases of
the heart, 234,669 died of cancers, and 90,000
died of all accidental causes.

Of these 90,000 deaths, 36,000 (23.3 per
100,000) resulted from motor vehicle acci-
dents.

Accidents are the leading cause of death
in the age groups from 1 through 36 years.

Among accidents, motor vehicle accidents
are the leading cause of accidental death
in the age groups 1 through 65 years, falls
being a more frequent cause of death for
persons 65 years or older.

About 70 percent of all accldental deaths
and about 75 percent of motor-vehicle acci-
dent deaths happen to men.

Combining some of the above facts, ono
might note the loss in Tamily income earners
and in younger men indicated by these facts:
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Costs of accidents:
Estimated costs resulting from accidents in

[Amounts in billions of dolars]

otor | All acel-
Taotor, | vehicle |~ dents

Losses of wages and
robable future earn-

~ingpower . .. ... 1.95 1.25 3.2
FProperty damage, in-
cluding losses from

I < 2.37 1.60 3.91

: .60 10 <70

claim settlement costs ;

ol insuranee. .- e-ea-- 45 145 1.90

b 5.37 4.40 9.7

Source: Accident Taets, 1055 edition: Chicago, l\a-
tional Safety Couneil, pp. 4and 13,

Mr. HUMPHREY. In concluding my
commendation of the Senator from
Maine, let me say that I hope this
project will get underway. Authority
for this survey has been in the law, It
is contained in the Highway Act of 1054,
but there is no directive to the Secretary
to perform. The amendment of the
Senator from Maine would require the
Secretary of Commerce to make a com-
plete report as expeditiously as possible,
I think it is a wonderful proposal.
© Mrs, SMITH of Maine. I thank the
distinguished Senator from Minnesota.
* Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President; I, too,
wish to join my colleagues in whole-
hearted support of the amendment
which the chairman of the Public Works
Committee has indicated his willingness
to accept.

- I ask unanimous consent that there be
printed in the Recorp af this point as a
part of my remarks a very excellent edi-
torial entitled “Congress and Highway
Deaths,” published in the Boston Herald
of May 25, 1956, paying high and well-
deserved tribute to my senior colleague,
the Senator from Maine [Mrs. SmiTH].

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

CoNGRESS AND HIGHWAY DEATHS

Maine's energetic lady Senator, MARGARET
CHAsSE SMITH, is fighting for a two-part study
of our highway death problem.

Senator SmITH feels the matter is so urgent
that she is urging the Senate Public Welfare
and Labor Committee to undertake one
study, and the Secretary of Commerce to do
a second.

The response she has been getting from
her fellow Members of Congress has not been
exactly overwhelming so far. - Indeed it has
been downright apathetic.

But by all rights there should be strong

response to the Smith proposals. We hope
Massachusetts' congressional delegation will
line up solidly behind them,
" For 40,000 useless deaths and 300,000
equally useless injuries—and there will un-
doubtedly be more when the next year's
statistics roll in—mean something beside the
numerous personal tragedles for the country
as a whole,

These 340,000 casualties represent a fright-
ful waste of our precious manpower re-
sources. - And .there is an almost equally
fantastic waste of the millions of tons of ex-
pensive steel, copper, chromium, glass, lead,
rubber, paint, plastic, fabric and all the rest

that goes into the manufacture of the auto-
mobile.
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Consider also the thousands of hours spent
by doctors and nurses patching up and at-
tempting to save the victims—doctors and
nurses who are needed elsewhere—and the
tedious hours mechanics devote to repairing
smashed vehicles—hours which could be bet-
ter utilized to turn out new machinery.

Certainly a highway safety study is as im-
portant to the country as most of those
which have been undertaken in recent years.
Highway safety is as important as juvenile
delinquency, crime, the stock market, nar-
cotics, pornographic literature, coffee, lobby-
ing and influence peddling, and the Voice of
America. There have been investigations
made of all these, It is time the spotlight
was focused on the highway.

Highway safety concerns everybody—the
urban dweller, the farmer, the suburbanite,
rich man, poor man. It is a bipartisan is-
sue—can you by any stretch of the imagina-
tion blame the Republicans or the Democrata
(or even the Communists) for our bloody
road record?

The fact is we can't blame anybody or
anything at this point because we don't know
who or what to blame. We desperately need
to find out. Congress ought to get to work
on it,

Mr. PAYNE. I urge the committee
not only to take the amendment to con-
ference, but to do everything possible to
hold it in conference, so that the study
may be undertaken.

I thank my distinguished colleague for
vielding.

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. I thank my
Maine colleague for his kind and gener-
ous remarks. I now yield to the junior
Senator from Oregon.

Mr, NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I
wish to join in commendation of the dis-
tinguished Senator from Maine. I re-
member reading about her work in be-
half of highway safety before I ever
came to the Senate.

I should like to ask a question, if I
may, for the purpose of the legislative
history with respect to her amendment.
We all recognize her leadership in this
field.

Many of us are interested in highway
beautification, and in protecting the
scenery along our highways. Is it pos-
sible that roadside distractions, which
catch the eye of the driver and take it
off the road ahead of him, might pos-
sibly come within the scope of the study
proposed to be authorized by the amend-
ment of the Senator from Maine? I re-
fer to such things as unsightly signs,
and so forth.
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Mrs. SMITH of Maine. I am sure my
amendment would cover anything that
constituted a driving hazard and a
threat to safe driving. Whether such a
provision should be included in this
amendment or in a separate amendment
would be for the Senate to decide. I
want to express my appreciation to the
junior Senator from Oregon who shares
my concern about saving lives and who
repeatedly is so generous in his state-
ments about me.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I thank the Sena-
tor very much.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do both
sides yield back the unused time?

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. I am very glad
to yield back my unused time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
opposition yield back the unused time?

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield back
the time on our side, and accept the
amendment of the Senator from Maine.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been exhausted or yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Maine [Mrs. SmItTH] to the amendment
of the Committee on Public Works.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, it is the
purpose of the acting majority leader—
and he wishes to advise Members of the
Senate accordingly—to proceed past the
dinner hour in the hope of concluding
consideration of the pending bill tonight.
Apparently there remains only one more
controversial amendment. It does not
seem likely that we shall reach that con-
troversial amendment, which relates to
apportionment, for at least an hour or
an hour and a half. When that amend-
ment is reached, I shall suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum and have a complete
call, in order that Senators may have an
opportunity to return to the Chamber,

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
AND FARM CREDIT ADMINISTRA-
TION APPROPRIATION BILL, 1957—
CONFERENCE REPORT
Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I sub-

mit a report of the committee of confer-

ence on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendments of the Sen-

ate to the bill (H. R. 11177) making ap-
propriations for the Department of Agri-
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culture and Farm Credit Administration
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957,
and for other purposes. I ask unani-
mous consent for the present considera-
tion of the report. :

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be read for the information of
the Senate.

The legislative clerk read the report.

(For conference report, see House pro-
ceedings of May 29, 1956, p. 9258, Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there

* objection to the present consideration of

the report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the conference
report.

The report was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate a message from the
House of Representatives announcing its
action on a certain amendment of the
Senate to the bill H. R. 11177 entitled
“An act making appropriations for the
Department of Agriculture and Farm
Credit Administration for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1957, and for other pur-
poses,” which was read, as follows:

IN THE HOUsSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, U. 8,
May 29, 1956.

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen=-
ate numbered 5 to the bill (H. R. 11177) en=
titled “An act making appropriations for
the Department of Agriculture and Farm
Credit Administration for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1957, and for other purposes,”
and concur therein with an amendment, as
follows: In lieu of the sum of *“$4,465,000”
ggsned in said amendment, insert: $4,400,~

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate agree to the amend-
ment of the House to Senate amend=-
ment numbered 5.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I sub-
mit for the record a comparative state-
ment of appropriations and authoriza-
tions for 1956, and estimates and
amounts recommended in the bill for
1957, and ask unanimous consent that it
be printed in the Recorp at this point
as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

Comparative stalement of approprialions and authorizalions for 1956, and estimales and amounts recommended in bill for 1957

REGULAR ACTIVITIES

(TITLE D
Appropria- Budget esti- House bill, Senate bill, Conference
Agency and item tions, 19561 | mates, 1067 1057 1957 allowance, 1957
Agrienltural Research SBervice:
Balaries and expenses:

Research______ $30, 8585, 155 2§50, 011, 400 $40, 972, 000 7 $49, 730, 400 £40, 072, 000
Plant and animal disease and pest control 20, 652, 920 3 26, 200, 000 22, 594, 000 3 26, 665, 000 3 26, 204, 000
Meat inspection. . 15, 365, 000 15, 745, 000 15, 500, 000 15, 745, 000 15, 650, 000
Total, salaries and expenses 75, 677,075 91, 956, 400 88, 066, 000 92, 146, 400 91, 916, 000
Payments to States, Hawaii, Alaska, and Puerto Rico 24, 753, 708 329,503, 708 29, 503, 708 30, 753, T08 20, 508, 708
Diseases of animals and poultry—R ch. 1, 945, 000 3, 993, 000 500, 000 3, 500, 000 3, 500, 000

Animal disease laboratory facilities 250, 000 418,915, 000 10, 000, 000
Total, Agricultural Research Bervice. 102, 625, 783 144, 308, 108 131, 069, 708 126, 400, 108 124, 919, 708

1 Ineludes funds contained in the “Second Su; temggﬁtsl Appropriation Act, 1956.”
e, an
Butte Experiment Station carried in budget estimate for f)epnrtment of the Interior.

* Tncludes additional funds eontained in H,

CII—5677

$30,400 for the Squaw

t Includes £2,500,000 contained in H. Doe. 383, and $1,000,000 in H. Doe. 403, and
$1,500,000 in H, Dog. 407, of which $1,250,000 to be
4 Contained in H. Doc. 383,

immediately available.
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Comparative slatement of appropriations and authorizations for 1956, and estimates and amounts recommended in bill for 1957—Continued

REGULAR ACTIVITIES—continued

* under nuth it urm.le I Bmslng Act of 1
2 Of which not to cchcf

11 be placed In reserve,

¢ Includes nuthorization for an additional $15,000,000,

{TITLE D
' Appropria- | Budgetesti- | Housobill, | Senste bil Conference
Agency and item ns, 1956 | mates, 1057 1057 1957 = |allowance, 1957
Extension Bervi
ga m:‘nta to Sht-esé ‘Hnwaﬁ. ‘Alaska, and Puerto Rico. $44, 490, 000 £ $50, 115, 000 $49, 615, 000 $50, 115, 000 $40, 865, 000
eral Extension
Administration a.nl:l ooorrdlnnthn_ 1, 980, 000 2, 085, 000 2, 000, 000 2, 035, 000 2, 000, 000
Penalty mail 1, 650, 000 1, 650, 000 1, 630, 000 1, 650, 000 1, 650, 000
Total, Extension Service. 48, 120, 000 53, 830, 000 53, 265, 000 53, 800, 000 53, 515, 000
Farmer Cooperative Service 427, 000 b 577, 000 550, 000 550, 000 550, 000
Boll Conservation
Consu‘nt!on Mﬂﬂﬂl 62,042, 745 65, 215, 000 67, 500, 000 67, 500, 000 67, 500, 000
Watershed p 11, 004, 065 16, 000, 000 17, 500, 000 17, 500, 000 17, 500, 000
Flood pr = 10, 000, 000 10, 700, 000 , 000, 000 12, 000, 000 12, 000, 000
Water conservation and utilization projects 232, 000 232, 000 232, 000 232,
Total, Sofl Conservation Service 84, 036, 810 92, 147,000 97, 232, 000 97,232, 000 97, 232, 000
Agricultural Conservation Program Service, 214, 500, 000 225, 000, 000 217, 500, 000 250, 000, 000 227, 500, 000
feultural Marke Service:
M Marketing rmmg and serviee:
Marketing rmrch and agricultural estimates.. 11, 652, 630 § 13, 565, 000 13, 000, 0600 13, 265, 000 13, 200, 000
Marketing services 12, 674, 510 13, 016, 000 13, 000, 000 13, 020, 000 13, 020, 000
Total, marketing h and service. 24,327,140 26, 581, 000 26, 000, 000 26, 285, 000 26, 220, 000
Psmenlstoswtes. Tm‘itoﬂmand 1, 000, 000 41, 200, 1, 100, 000 1, 200, 000 1, 160, 000
8chool lunch prog 83, 235, 212 83, 236, 000 00, 000, 000 100, 000, 000 100, 000, 000
Total, Agricultural Marketing Service 108, 562, 352 111, 017, 000 127, 100, 000 127, 485, 000 127, 380, 000
Forelgn Agrienltural Service 3, 443, 000 3, 890, 000 3, 600, 000 8, 750, 000 3, 750. 000
Commodity Exchange Authority, 775,000 787, 400 780, 000 787, 400 787, 400
Commod m? Stabilization Service:
tural adjustment programs. 80, 150, 000 41, 463, 000 41, 000, 000 41, 200, 000 41, 200, 000
Susar Act program. , 600, , 600, 000 600, 000 67, 600, 000 67, 600,
Total, Commodity Stabilization Service. 98, 750, 000 109, 063, 000 103, 600, 000 108, 800, 000 108, 800, 000
Federal erop insurance, administrative expenses__.___ 200, 6, 210, 000 6, 210, 000 G, 210, 000 6, 210, 000
Rural Electrification Administration, salanes and expenses._ . Lis 8, 135, 785 8, 700, 000 8, 500, 000 8, 700, 000 8, 600, 000
Farmers' Home Admint'rt:mtlon salaries and = 26, 339, 26, 405, 000 26, 405, 000 26, 805, 000 26, 750, 000
Office of General C § 2, 657, 000 2, 762, 700 2, 700, 000 2, 762, 700 2, 740, 000
Office of Secretary . . T2, 489, 805 2, 510, 500 2, 500, 000 2, 2, 500, 000
Office of Information ¥ 1, 208, 600 1, 348, 100 1, 325, 000 1,825, 1, 325, 000
Library 699, 950 773, 000 725, 773, 000 735, 000
Total, regular activities 700, 970, 550 787, 888, 808 783, 061, 708 817, 880, 208 793, 204, 108
Title 11, mrpurau_' axponsm. restoration of capital impairment. . s 1, 634, 929, 2687, 178 920, 287, 178 920, 287, 178 920, 287, 178
Title I.T.I 1 activities 184, 513, 100 271, 165, 682 271, 163, 682 271, 163, 682 271,163,
Total 806, 118,318 | 1,980,841, 668 | 1,983, 512,508 | 2,018, 331,068 1,993, 744, 963
# Ingludes additional funds contained in H. Doc, 326, T Includes $113,345 transferred from other appropriations,
¢ Includes $401,000 transferred from other appropriations, ! Includes 817,100 transferred from other appropriations,
Permanent authorizations
Authoriza- Budget esti- House bill, Senate bill Conference
Ageney and tem tions, 1956 | mates, 1957 1957 1957 |allowance, 1057
grienltural Marketing Serviee:
Perishable Agricultural Commodities Act fund £460, 000 $460, 000 $460, 000 $460, 000 $460, 000
Removal of surplus agricultural commodities 166, 761, 950 109, 525, 000 109, 525, 000 199, 525, 000 109, 525, 000
Total, Agricultural Marketing Service. 167, 221, 950 199, 985, 000 199, 685, 000 199, G985, D00 199, 985, 000
Commodity Stabilization Service: National Wool Act 187, 684 25,300,728 25,390, 728 25,390,728 25,390,728
Total, per t appropriations 167, 409, 643 225, 375, 728 225,875, 728 225,375, T28 225,375,728
Loan authorizalions
{TITLE 1)
Agency and item Authoriza- Estimates, En House t:ﬁ-‘ ningenaze I;i]]= Conference
tions, 1056 1967 i Toey allowance 1057
Rural Electrification Administration:
Eleetrification £160, 000, 000 £145, 300, 000 $145, 300, 000 $214, 000, 000 3 $214, 000, 000
Selhphems - . e e 75, 000, 000 49, 500, 000 49, 500, 000 100, 000, 000 + 100, 000, 000
Total, Rura. Electrification Administration 235, 000, 000 194, 800, 000 164, 800, 000 314, 000, 000 314, 000, 000
Farmers Home Administration:
arm ownership and h g 124, 000, 000 14, 000, 000 19, 000, 000 24, 000, 000 24, 000, 000
Production and sub % 137, 500, 000 140, 000, 000 140, 000, 000 180, 000, 000 4 165, 000, 000
Soil and water conservation 11, 500, 000 5, 500, 000 &, 500, 000 10, 500, 000 5, 500, 000
Total, Farmers Home Administration. 173, 000, 000 164, 500, D00 164, 500, 000 214, 500, 000 194, 500, 000
Total, loan authorizati 408, 000, 000 359, 300, 000 359, 300, 000 528, 500, 000 508, 500, 000
1 Includea $5,000,000 n the “8 d Supplemental Am'oprmtien Act, 2 Of which not to exceed $20,000,000 shall be placed in reserve,
1956, 9, as am
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Corporale expenses
(TrTLE 1)
Authoriza~ Estimates, Senate bill Conference
Agency and item tions, 1956 1057 House bill, 1057 1957 ° |allowance, 1057
iy s 100,000 82,000,000| (52,000,000 (s
ransfer from p! um e , 600, 5 2, 000,
Commodity Credit Corporation: t 5000 o) O 90.000)
Restoration of capital impairment 1, i34, 650 920, 287, 178 920, 287, 178 920, 287, 178 929, 287, 178
dministrative limitati (30, 750, 000) (31, 000, 000) (31, 000, 000) (31, 000, 000) (31, 000, 000)
Total, corporate exy 1, 634, 650 929, 287, 178 929, 287, 178 929, 287, 178 929, 287,178
Special aclivilies
(TITLE 1)
Appropria- Budget esti- House bill, Senate bill Confl
Agency and item tions, 19561 | mates, 1957 1957 1957 | allowance, 1957
Research on strategic and eritical agricultural materials $314, 000 £316, 000 $314, 000 £314, 000 £314, 000
Reimbursements to Commodity Credit Corporation for non-price-support activities:
Animal disease eradication b, 788, 897 13, 060, 954 13, 060, 954 13, 060, 054 18, 060, 954
Grading and elassing._________ Al 367, 740 367, T40 367, 740 367, 740
Bpecial commeodity disposal programs 178,410,212 257, 420, 958 257, 420, 988 257,420, 988 257, 420, U88
Total, reim} ts to C dity Credit Corporation. 184,199, 109 270, 849, 682 270, 849, 682 270, B49, 652 270, 849, 682
Total, special activities. ... e 184, 513, 109 271, 165, 652 271, 168, 682 271, 163, 682 271, 163, 682
Farm Credit Administration
(ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSE LIMITATIONS)
(TITLE IV)
Authoriza- Budget esti- House bill Senate bin Conference
Agency and item tions, 1956 | mates, 1957 1957 1957 | allowance, 1957
Farm Credit Administration__. $2, 320, 000 £2, 230, 000 $2, 230,000 $2, 230, 000 $2, 230, 000
Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation. ... e 550, 000 ") &50, 000 550, 000 650, 000
Federal intermediate credit banks. __ 1, 825, 000 1, %32, 000 1, 932, 000 1, 932, 000 1, 932, 000
Production credit corporation: ol 1, 505, 000 1, 644, 000 1, 644, 000 1, 644, 000 1, 644, 000
Total, Farm Credit Administration 6, 290, 000 5, 806, 000 6, 356, 000 6, 366, 000 6, 856, 000

1 Indefinite authorization,

FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT
OF 1956

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the hill (H. R. 10660) to amend and
supplement the Federal-Aid Road Act
approved July 11, 1916, to authorize ap-
propriations for continuing the construc-
tion of highways; to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide addi-
tional revenue from the taxes on motor
fuel, tires, and trucks and buses; and for
other purposes.

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I offer
the amendment which I send to the desk
and ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Arizona will be stated.

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 44, line 15,
it is proposed to strike out *$10,000,000”
and insert “$12,500,000.”

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, both
the House bill and the committee amend-
ment provide for an authorization of
$10 million for the construction, im-
provement, and maintenance of roads on
Indian reservations. I desire to stress
the point that these funds are to provide
for both construction and maintenance.
This is not true with respect to the funds
authorized for the road and parkway
program of the National Park Service,
amounting to $23,500,000. A separate
appropriation is made annually for the
maintenance of the road and parkways
system of the Park Service. For the fis-

cal year 1957 this amounts to over
$4,500,000. On the other hand, of the
$10 million authorized for Indian roads
for fiscal year 1957, $2,200,000 will have
to be used for maintenance of the exist-
ing road system.

Therefore, Mr. President, I am offering
an amendment to increase this authori-
zation from $10 million to $12,500,000.
This increase is fully warranted to accel-
erate road construction on all reserva-
tions to meet the growing need for a sys-
tem of improved roads adequate to the
social and economic needs of the resi-
dents on these Indian lands.

The Bureau of Indian Affairs main-
tains a road program and is responsible
for Indian roads on 132 reservations
serving 337,966 Indian people and with a
total area of 51,488,258 acres, or 80,450
square miles, an area larger than that of
all of the 6 New England States.

The need for more and better roads is
illustrated by the Navaho-Hopi Reser-
vation, which is an area almost as large
as the State of West Virginia, and is
served only by Bureau roads except for
State highways along the outer edges.
Due to the discovery of uranium and
oil, the area is involved in an industrial
development and requires more and bet-
ter roads to serve the greatly increased
traffic. Congress recognized the need of
the Navaho-Hopi people in the Navaho-
Hopi Rehabilitation Act of April 19,
1950, by including $20 million for a 10~

year road-construction program. Even
with increased appropriations the Indi-
ans will be fortunate if that congres-
sional promise is made good in 20 years.

There are over 75,000 Navaho Indians
residing on their reservation in Arizona,
Utah, and New Mexico, over half of
whom have not learned to speak the
English language primarily because lack
of roads has isolated them from contact
with English speaking people. Lack of
roads has prevented the operation of
reservation schools, with the result that
there are now more than 5,000 Navaho
children of school age who have never
been in school. Inadequate transporta-
tion is one of the main reasons why
within the past 3 years more than 5,000
Indian children have been taken from
the reservation to attend public school
in the adjacent cities and towns where
they have been provided with board and
lodging.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield.

Mr. GORE. 1 have examined the
amendment which the distinguished
Senator from Arizona has offered, and
I have also conferred with other mem-
bers of the committee. The amendment
is agreeable to them and it is agreeable
to me. I accept the amendment.

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.
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Mr. GORE. I yield back the remain-
der of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Ari-
zona [Mr. HAYDEN].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment “5-28-56-Q.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Secretary will state the amendment.

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 42, line
20, it is proposed to strike out *“$22,500,-
000” and insert in lieu thereof “$33,750,-
000.”

Mr. BARRETT. Mr.
yield myself 10 minutes.

At long last it looks as though we are
going to get a higchway bill. As every-
one knows, our highways deteriorated
terribly during the last world war. I
doubt, however, if it is fair to lay all
the blame for the outrageous condition
of our Federal-aid hichway system to
the delay occasioned by the war. The
fighting ended 10 years ago; yet the big
end of the job of modernizing our out-
moded and antiguated national road sys=
tem remains to be done.

While present-day cars are designed
for the atomic age, comparatively speak-
ing, the roads they must travel are of
the horse and buggy days. That is pre-
cisely why we have 100 people killed and
3,000 injured every day of the year on
these obsolete highways. However, as I
said before, it appears now that before
many years roll by we can look forward
to a highway system worthy of the name
of our great country. That will be true,
Mr. President, of all but one segement of
our complex network of highways.

There is an old saying that a chain
is no stronger than its weakest link. I
wish to say something about that weak
link in our national highway system. I
refer now, Mr. President, to our forest
highways. The system has been the or-
phan of the highway program for years
on end. It still is. Compared with the
rest of the system, the condition of the
forest highways on the whole have been
simply terrible for many years. Under
this new program as now proposed they
may even be worse. These particular
highways in many cases have been not
only inadequate and outmoded but dan-
gerous and deplorable as well. Sad to
relate there is no hope for improvement
of these particular highways in this bill.

All our highways except forest high-
ways are handsomely taken care of in
this bill. We can look forward to tre-
mendous progress on the primary, the
secondary, the urban, and the Interstate
System, but at present the case of the
forest highways looks hopeless.

Under the 1948 act, $202 million was
authorized annually for the primary, $135
million for the secondary, and $112.5
million for the urban system. Under the
present Senate bill it is exactly twice that
amount for each—$404 million for the
primary, $270 million for the secondary,
and $225 million for the urban system.
I have no objection whatever to a 100-
percent increase in these funds. I cer-

President, I
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tainly agree with the statement in the
Senate committee’s report on page 5:

By increasing the funds for the primary,
secondary, and wurban systems above the
level now in effect, the committee desired to
avold an unbalanced program that would
permit further deterioration of the primary,
secondary, and urban systems, so vital to our
economy. As great as the need for complet-
ing the Interstate System may be, it should
not be undertaken at the expense of the sec=
ondary and farm-to-market roads.

The Interstate System is set up in a
grand way. In both the House and the
Senate bills, about $25 billion of Federal
funds are made available for interstate
roads over the next 13 years. But what
about the forest highway system? The
Senate bill provides $22,500,000 for the
forest highways. That represents a 1215
percent increase over the 1948 act. It is
true that the House provided $25 million
for forest highways, but I can establish
the point that even that figure is only
about half as much as should be author-
ized. Forest highways are of tremendous
importance to the people of the country,
particularly to the people of the Western
States. About 86 percent of our national
forest area is located in the 12 Western
States and our national forests comprise
about one-tenth of the land area of this
country. That the whole country is in-
terested in our national forests and in the
highways leading into them is self-evi-
dent by reason of the fact that more than
100 million people visited the forests last
year. It might be pointed out, also, that
a great portion of the transcontinental
traffic moves through our national forests
and, in fact, it is almost impossible to
travel to the west coast by car without
using a forest highway. While our forest
highways are, therefore, of tremendous
importance to the motoring public, yet
for defense purposes alone it must be
borne in mind that our forest highways
are vital connecting links in our vast
highway system.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BARRETT. I am glad to yield.

Mr, CASE of South Dakota. I wish to
commend the Senator from Wyoming
for his diligence and his interest in
bringing up the matter of forest high-
ways. I shall support his amendment.
I wish the Recorp to show, however,
that the figure of $22,500,000 for forest
highways and trails represents an in-
crease over the amount provided for
forest roads and trails prior to 1955. In
1954 we increased the authorization
from $17'5 million to $22%5 million. In
addition to that, we wrote into the law
the language which appears in the pend-
ing bill as section 109, and which is also
contained in the Highway Act of 1954.
It provides:

Any funds authorized herein for forest
highways, forest development roads and
trails, park roads and trails, parkways, In-
dian roads, and public lands highways shall

be available for contract for 1 year in ad-
vance of year for which authorized.

We did that—and I know the Senator
from Wyoming is familiar with this
fact—because for many years the appro-
priations were not coming up to the level
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of the authorizations. They ranced
from $9,892,000 in 1949 to $13 million,
$14 million, and $16 million a year. In
other words, there was a gap between
the authorizations and the appropria-
tions. By inserting this contract au-
thority, we made it possible to provide
for forest highways and trails the money
which the committees have felt should
be provided.

Mr. BARRETT. I may say to the dis-
tinguished Senator from South Dakota
that I am aware of that fact. I also
wish to say that the contract authority
was added to the bhill by the distin-
guished Senator, Mr. Case, and I com-
mend him for it. I certainly agree that
it was the greatest single factor in forest
highway improvement in a long time.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I appre-
ciate what the Senator has said. If he
will yield to me further, I should like
to read into the Recorp what the Under
Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. True D.
Morse, said in a letter to the committee
in 1954:

In fiscal year 1953 the national forest tim-
ber cut was about 1.5 billion feet below the
allowable cutting capacity. In that year
the loss to the Federal Government through
inability to market mature timber was about
#20 milllon in potential gross revenue.
Losses of this character will continue from
year to year until a major part of the access=
roads system has been installed.

I bring that to the attention of the
Senate because I do not believe it is gen-
erally realized that money spent for
building access roads actually brings
money back into the Treasury. The As~
sistant Secretary of Agricultrre tells us
that $20 million was lost in 1953 alone
because of the lack of access roads. That
is why it will pay us to adopt the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Wyo-
ming, because we will get the money back
in increased timber sales.

Mr. BARRETT. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from South Dakota for
his splendid contribution.

Mr. President, the forest hichway sys-
tem comprises the main and secondary
roads within and adjacent to the na-
tional forests, which are located in 38
of the 48 States, and have a total length
of 24,275 miles, The forest highway
system was set up under the Federal-
Aid Road Act of 1916 and the Federal-
Aid Highway Act of 1921. There are
three classes of forest roads. Class I
consists of 9,290 miles of forest high-
ways which are on the Federal-aid pri-
mary system, class II consists of 8,858
miles of forest highways on the Federal-
aid secondary system, and class III con-
sists of 6,127 miles of forest hichways on
State and local but not on the Federal-
aid system. About 12,000 miles or
roughly one-half of the forest highway
system in the United States are located
within the area of South Dakota and the
11 public-land States of the West. The
following table shows the miles in each
of these States by classes.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the REcorp a table
setting forth the number of miles of for-
est highways in the 12 Western States,
including the State of South Dakota.
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There being no question, the table was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

Mileage of the National Forest Highway Sys-
tem, by forest road class and by State, as

of June 30, 1954

Total |Class1|Class2|Class3

State or Territory miles miles | miles | miles

Western States:

1,050.2 | 406.1 | 384.0 269.1
2,460.6 | 675.3 305.0 | 1,480.3
1,507.0 | 583.0 | 466.0 458.0
1,122.0 | 600.4 | 1329 | 327
1,190.5 | 699.9 168.3 322.3
318. 8 157.2 130. 8 30.8
652, 0 204.0 203.0 155.0
Oregon._.._.__..| 1,423.2 716.8 | 397.3 300.1
South Dakota.. 3020 189.0 101. 0 12.0
Ul = ol 716.0 187.0 | 245.0 2840
Washington_ __ 755.8 | 387.7 | 114.0 2541
Wyoming. _ 402.0 | 353.0 | 109.0 30.0
Alaska CL Py R, MR 365. 9
Total.......- 12,365.0 [5,210.4 (2,840.3 | 4,200.3

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, this
system is not thoroughly connected, but
by all manner of means the first two
classes of that system consisting of 8,064
miles are an integral part of the Federal
aid system. More than two-thirds of
each class of forest highway roads in the
western area are badly in need of im-
provements. I raise no point here, Mr.
President, that such a vast part of our
public domain was set aside as a na-
tional forest reserve and locked up for
all time in Federal ownership. I do
say, however, that such being the case,
the responsibility for these lands and for
the highways crossing them belongs
wholly and completely to the Federal
Government. The House committee, on
page T of its report on the highway bill
of this year, recognized this responsibil-
ity in these words:

The committee feels that the authoriza-
tions in the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1954
for forest highways, forest development
roads and trails, park roads and tralls, and
parkways, which are the prime responsi-
bility—

I emphasize the words “prime respon-
sibility’'—
of the Federal Government, should be in-
creased to provide for accelerated improve-
ment programs in these Federal domain
roads.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.. The time
of the Senator from Wyoming has
expired.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 additional minutes.

Mr. President, the fact of the matter
is that instead of accelerating the con-
struction of additional forest highways
this bill will in fact retard the develop-
ment program. While we are increasing
the development of our primary system
by 100 percent over 1948, our secondary
system by 100 percent over 1948, and our
urban system by 100 percent over 1948,
the fact remains that we are increasing
forest highways in this bill by only 1215
percent. The increased demands on the
States for funds to match the accelerat-
ed program of the Federal-aid system
and the Interstate System will make it
impossible for the States to spend any
State funds on forest highways. As the
House committee report so well pointed
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out, the responsibility is primarily that
of the Federal Government. For that
reason it seems to me that we should by
all manner of means increase the funds
for forest highways.

Mr. President, I have placed in the
rear of this Chamber a map showing the
forest highways in the 12 Western States.
A look at it will disclose beyond question
that these highways are an integral part
of our Federal aid primary system.

A few years back the Congress asked
the Bureau of Public Roads to submit an
estimate of forest highway needs. As a
result of the survey, it was apparent that
more than two-thirds of the forest high-
ways were badly in need of reconstruc-
tion or improvement, in fact, 97 percent
of the 16,500 miles in that classification
were considered critically in need of im-
mediate improvement. To meet these
critical needs it was estimated that for
the 10-year period commencing in 1955
$1,292,904,000 would be needed. At the
rate of $22,500,000 a year it would take
well over 50 years to complete that pro-
gram, and that, Mr. President, is pre-
cisely why I rise to speak on this subject
matter here today.

Of course, it is ridiculous to talk about
taking a half a century to complete a
road system. In 1948 the Bureau of
Public Roads estimated the 10-year needs
for the forest highways in the Western
States would cost $679 million. Between
that time and 1954 $204 million was spent
on the forest highways of the West and,
by the way, half of it was State funds;
and yet in 1954 when the new estimate
was made it was reported that $736 mil-
lion would be needed in the next 10 years
on the western forest highways, which
meant an increase of $56 million in needs
notwithstanding the expenditure of $100
million of Federal funds and $100 million
of State funds.

Now, assuming, Mr. President, that the
appropriations for forest highways total
$2214 million each year for the next 10
years, then it would be safe to figure that
a total of about $165 million of Federal
funds will be available for expenditure on
these roads over a 10-year period. That
represents about one-fifth of the esti-
mated 10-year needs for forest highways
in the Mountain States. I venture the
statement, Mr. President, that will be
just about all that will be spent on forest
highways during that period of time,
notwithstanding the fact that the con-
struction of these roads is a prime re-
sponsibility of the Federal Government
as was so well pointed out in the House
committee’s report. The States of the
West in years gone by have expended
about $202 million on forest highways.

Nearly every Western State has ex-
perienced great difficulty in matching
Federal aid funds in recent years. In
order to match the Federal funds on the
new and expanded program, it will take
about $4 billion of new State matching
funds during the next 13 years. In other
words, it will take $2%2 billion to match
the interstate funds and a billion and
a half to match the expanded Federal aid
program. I know that my State will
experience great difficulty in raising the
necessary State funds in order to match
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the expanded program. I am sure that
is true of the other Western States.

If the States are short of matching
funds when the new program gets under-
way, it is an absolute certainty that State
funds will be used, first, to match the
interstate program; secondly, to match
the Federal aid primary, secondary and
urban program; and no State funds will
be available for forest hichways except
Federal funds. That is why I say, Mr.
President, that while forest highways
have been the forgotten man of the
highway system up to now, the prospects
are that it will be much worse under the
new program.

The importance of our forest hichways
in relation to the vast Federal-aid system
in the Western States can best be dem-
onstrated by a map which has been pre-

. pared by the Bureau of Public Roads. A

glance at this map will show that these
relatively short stretches of forest high-
ways are important links in our Federal-
aid system and assume a vital role in the
overall use of the prineipal roads in the
West. It is most difficult, as can be seen,
to travel to any part of any of our West-
ern States without traveling over a for-
est hizhway. The forest highways shown
on this map are only class I forest high-
ways, since they connect with the Fed-
eral-aid primary system. Not shown on
this map are the many hundreds of addi-
tional miles of forest higchways which
connect with Federal-aid secondary and
county roads.

As can readily be seen from the map, it
is virtually impossible for anyone to
travel from any of the Great Plains
States to the west coast without using a
forest highway. Thus these highways
can be seen in their true light as an in-
tegral part of the great transportation
system which enables goods and people
to move to and from the great industrial
areas on the west coast.

A survey has shown that the forest
highways represented on this map are
more deficient than the adjoining sec-
tions of Federal-aid primary routes and,
therefore, are the weakest links in this
system. Our forest highways remain far
from adequate to meet present-day re-
quirements and are becoming even more
inadequate as the traffic problem in-
creases and needed improvements are
postponed. Bureau of Public Roads engi-
neers report that in general, during each
decade since 1920, it has been necessary
to raise the standards of such design
features as alinement, roadway width,
steepness of grades, surface thickness,
and drainage, in order to accommodate
the constant increase in trafic volumes
and loads being carried. An age analysis
shows that 55 percent of the system in
the Western States was constructed prior
to 1940 with the result that most of the
surface has reached the end of its eco-
nomical life.

Highway usefulness is closely associ-
ated with the age of the road. In this
regard rather comprehensive studies
have been made on primary highways in
a group of Western States, including 5
States with national forests. The re-
sults of this study have revealed that
pavements of surface-treated types have
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an average life of about 11 years and the
heavier road-mix type have a life ex-
pectancy of 17 years.

In addition to the surface inade-
quacies, there is a great need of recon=-
struction to ease sharp curves and steep
grades to accommodate the increased
volume of fast-moving and heavier-
laden vehicles. Such improvements
contribute much to the safety of the
traveling public.

It is also important that 26 percent of
the class I forest highway mileage has
widths of less than 19 feet. Engineering
studies show that roads with less than
19 feet of width present extremely dan-
gerous conditions for present day trafiic.
Two vehicles cannot comfortably meet
and pass without one or both moving
partially off the surfaced area. The re-
sult of this additional wear on the sur-
face edges is that maintenance costs are
increased due to the rapid breakdown
of the surfaced roadway area.

In recent years the use of forest high-
ways has increased in proportion to the
increased use of Federal-aid primary
roads. Ii is quite evident that this use
will continue to increase along with the
economic development of the Western
States. All observations, statistics, and
studies definitely indicate the need for a
greatly accelerated program if our for-
est highways are to be developed to a
reasonable standard along with other
segments of our highway system.

To illustrate more graphically the
forest highway situation in the 12 West-
ern States, I have prepared a chart
which shows the comparison of forest
highway mileage which needs improve-
ment as compared to the total mileage.
The chart shows the situation with re-
gard to class I forest highways, and re-
veals that more than 66.7 percent are in
need of improvement. These highways
are connecting links on the Federal-aid
primary system.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have this chart printed in the
REecorp as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the chart
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Forest highway system (12 Western States)

[Class I]
Mileage
State

Percent

Good | Poor | Total poor
152 254 406 62.6
2 308 675 58.9
425 158 683 27.1
157 503 660 76.2
178 521 609 745
56 101 157 64.3
61 143 204 20.9
141 576 7 80.3
38 151 189 70.8
92 95 187 50. 8
46 342 388 88.1
112 241 353 68.3
Total_.........] 1,785 | 3 483 5,218 66. T

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, the
survey conducted by the Bureau of Pub-
lic Roads in 1954 shows that $31,519,353
was expended on forest highways in the
12 Western States in 1954. This amount
takes into account forest highway funds
of $15,602,788, Federal-aid funds of
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$6,166,138, and State funds of $9,750,427.
Even if it were possible to spend $32.5
million on forest highways during the
next 10 years, it would mean a total ex-
penditure of $325 million which would
be less than half the amount required
to meet the estimated 10-year needs for
these States. However, Mr. President, I
fear that only $165 million of forest
highway funds will be available during
that period of time for the roads in the
Western States. As I have pointed out,
the States simply will not have the funds
to spend on these Federal forest high-
ways.

Insofar as the West is concerned for-
est highways are located, for the most
part, in mountainous areas where con-
struction is expensive and difficult.
Rugged winters in the high altitudes
break up road surfaces and cause rapid
deterioration of highways and State
highway departments must exert con-
stant effort to keep these roads in a
“passable condition.” However, these
highways are important segments of the
Federal-aid primary and secondary sys-
tems and should come up to the same
standards as the main transportation
routes.

The highway legislation now before
Congress provides a 13-year program for
enlarging and improving the Federal
highway system. It seems to me that it
is good, sound planning to provide ade-
quately for every part of our complex
Federal-aid system. The House has ap-
proved of only a slight increase for for-
est highways. The Senate Public Works
Committee has recommended no in-
crease at all.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
Recorp a copy of the resolution of the
Western Association of Highway Offi-
cials, adopted at their convention on
April 12 last.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows: -

RESOLUTION 8

Whereas the forest highway system is de-
ficient for present-day needs; and

Whereas the present annual authorization
rate of $22,500,000 for forest highways will
not allow completion of this system to ade-
quate standards for over 30 years; and

Whereas the construction of many impor-
tant sections of the forest highway system is
lagging behind the other portions of the
Federal aid system: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Western Association of
State Highway Officials, in convention as-
sembled at Phoenix, Ariz., on April 12, 1956,
urgently requests the Congress of the United
States to take the necessary action to speed
up the construction of the forest highway
system to keep pace with the other Federal
ald systems, and that copies of this resolu-
tion be sent to Members of Congress of the
Western States and to members of the appro-
priate committees.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 additional minutes.

I have not mentioned the matter of
forest development roads, park roads,
and parkways, although I am just as
vitally interested in these other roads on
the public lands. I believe that they too
are important links in our overall high-
way system. I shall support the Senator
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from Utah [Mr. Bennerr] in his efforts
to increase funds for these roads.

Mr. President, if we are to develop
a well coordinated plan for an integrated
highway system, it seems to me that it is
absolutely essential that at least con-
necting links of the Federal aid primary
system, known as class I forest highways,
should be stepped up in the expanded
program in the same fashion as are the
other important highways. In order to
correct this situation, Mr. President, I
am submitting an amendment which will
increase by one-half the authorization
for forest highways in the Senate com=-
mittee bill. To my way of thinking, such
an increase is manifestly fair and proper.
I trust the amendment will be adopted.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Wyoming yield?

Mr. BARRETT. I promised to yield
first to the Senator from Utah [Mr.
BENNETT].

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I
should like to address a question or two
to my colleague from Wyoming.

As my colleague knows, there are on
the desk three amendments, one of which
relates to other forest highways, and the
others to national park roadways and
parkways. One of the amendments was
offered by the distinguished Senator
from Oregon [Mr. NEUBERGER], and the
other two have been offered by myself.
It seems to me that the other amend-
ments are really a part of the program
which the Senator from Wyoming has
been discussing. I wonder if he would
consider modifying his amendment so as
to take in the figures of these other
amendments, covering forest trails, and
raising the amount from $24 million to
$27 million, raising the figures covering
park roads from $12,500,000 to $16 mil-
lion, and the figures covering parkways
from $11 million to $16 million. These
were the figures authorized by the House.
If the Senator would consider modifying
his amendment to include these figures,
then the time of the Senate could be
saved and we would not be under the
necessity of offering additional amend-
ments.

Mr. BARRETT. I should be delighted
to do that. As I said before I am very
interested in increasing the funds for
forest trails, for park roads, and for
parkways. The reason why I did not
add those items to my own amendment
was because I knew the Senator from
Utah [Mr. BENNETT] had an amendment
to increase funds for those highways and
I proposed to support his amendment
and I may say that sometime back
I joined with my colleague [Mr.
O'MasoNEY] in the introduction of a
10-year national park bill to implement
Mission 66.

Mr. President, I send to the desk an
amendment which will incorporate the
suggestions made by the distinguished
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT].

Mr. BENNETT. I wish to express my
personal gratitude to my colleague from
Wyoming for his action, and to say to
him that I had the privilege of discuss-
ing this proposed action with my col-
league from Oregon, who joins me in
the request. He is on the floor and may
wish to express his point of view, but I
am grateful for this opportunity,
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I thank the distinguished Senator
from Utah.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Wyoming will be stated for the informa-
tion of the Senate.

The CHIEF CLERK, On page 42, line 20,
it is proposed to strike out “$22,500,000”
and insert in lieu thereof *$33,750,000,”
(2) to strike out “$24,000,000”; and in-
sert in lieu thereof “$27,000,000”; at the
proper place in section 107 (a) to strike
out “$12,500,000” and insert in lieu
thereof “$16,000,000,” and in section 107
(b) to strike out ““$11,000,000” and in-
sert in lieu thereof “$16,000,000.”

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from South Dakota will state it.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. As I
understand, the Senate has already
agreed to an amendment offered by the
distinguished senior Senator from Ari-
zona [Mr. HaypEN], so the amount pro-
vided for Indian roads has already been
changed. We have now provided for all
the roads for which contract authority
is established in section 109, namely,
forest highways, forest development
roads and trails, park roads and trails,
parkways, Indian roads—in fact, all
except the public lands highways.

Mr. BARRETT. I think the Senator
from South Dakota is correct.

Mr. President, it seems to me that it is
only fair, right, just, and proper that
Congress should accept the responsi-
bility which the House committee so
clearly pointed out in its report, and
should provide adequate funds for the
construction of the forest highways,
park roads and trails, and forest trials
in the public domain States of the West.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BARRETT. T yield.

Mr. LANGER. Has any provision
been made for access roads to mines sup-
plying strategic materials?

Mr. BARRETT. Yes; I am certain
provision has been made for such roads.

Mr, CASE of South Dakota. Formerly
provision was made for a separate cate-
gory of access roads under the alloca-
tions made to the Atomic Energy Com-
mission and other agencies. More re-
cently, however, appropriations have
been made directly to the Atomic Energy
Commission and the Department of De-
fense for access roads.

I may say that I think the Senator
from Wyoming has put his finger on an
important point, namely, that the Fed-
eral Government should take as good
care of its own lands as it does of lands
belonging to others. I hope Congress
will accept the responsibility, so that
proper provision can be made for the
public lands.

Mr. LANGER. Should not the bill
contain a provision for access roads to
mines?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Access
roads to uranium deposits can be made
available through funds provided for the
Atomic Energy Commission.

Mr. LANGER. 1 was not speaking
principally about uranium; I was speak-
ing also about antimony, tungsten, and
other ores.
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Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Two mil-
lion dollars has been provided in the bill
for public lands roads.

Mr. LANGER. I do not come from a
mining State, but I think such a provi-
sion should be included in the bill.

ACCESS ROADS TO MINES ON PUBLIC LANDS

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BARRETT. I yield.

Mr. MALONE. I discussed the Sen-
ator’s proposed amendment with him
before he offered it. I think he has of-
fered an excellent addition to the bill.

Would the Senator accept an addition
to his amendment providing for access
roads to mineral deposits?

We understand that the Atomic Energy
Commission has provided for access
roads to uranium deposits. Uranium
has captured the headlines and the
imagination of the public. However,
there are several other minerals, includ-
ing tungsten, manganese, columbium,
tantalum, beryl, and asbestos, without
which a jet engine cannot be built. The
Atomic Energy Commission has nothing
to do with those minerals whatsoever,
and provision for access roads to mines
producing these minerals on public
lands.

Mr. BARRETT. I have not had an
opportunity to discuss the matter of al-
locations, but an increase in the amount
will make it possible, of course, for more
access roads to be developed.

Mr. MALONE. Will the Senator from
Wyoming accept an amendment at the
proper place in the bill?

Mr. BARRETT. If the Senator from
Nevada will prepare an amendment, I
will ask the acting majority leader if we
may use some of his time, so that the
Senator from Nevada and I may have an
opportunity to discuss the text of the
amendment.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BARRETT. I believe my time has
expired.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. There is
not a mile of forest trails and roads built
with Federal funds in the Black Hills of
South Dakota which does not afford an
opening to some mining property. I
think the increase to $27,500,000 which
has already been made for the forest
trails is itself a means of providing access
to a great many mining prospects. At
least, that is the case in the Black Hills.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BARRETT. Iyield.

Mr. GORE. How much time does the
Senator think he will require in order to
prepare his amendment in the form in
which he wishes to offer it?

Mr. BARRETT. Only a matter of a
few minutes.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished junior Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I
support the amendment which has been
offered to increase the amounts for for-
est roads, and I shall support a further
amendment which will bring those other
public-land area sums up to the figures
which are contained in the House bill.

9191

The amounts in the House bill, as well
as the additional amounts proposed for
forest roads in the amendment offered by
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. Bar-
RETT], are fully justified by the increased
demands on the forest and park roads
system. The sound management of na-
tional forests for lumbering, recreation,
and other uses requires construction of
roads to improve accessibility.

I point out that these roads are not
financed from gas tax or other high-
way-user levies, but from funds derived
from the sale of timber harvested from
the national forests. Forest develop-
ment roads in the Pacific northwest more
than pay for themselves in the addition-
al sums made available to the Fed-
eral Treasury, through better access to
federally owned timber and increased
competitive bidding when it is offered
for sale. Furthermore, these roads of-
fer smaller firms an opportunity to bid
on this timber. They thus help to pre-
vent monopoly in the lumber industry.

It is estimated that the forest road-
building programs of the past have pro-
vided $2 in revenue for every $1 invested
by the Federal Government.

The large benefits from improved for-
est access roads also accrue to mil=
lions of anglers, hikers, hunters, camp-
ers, recreationists, and others who va-
cation in our national forest areas. Dur=-
ing recent years, recreational use of these
outdoor playgrounds has almost tripled.
Additional roads will open new areas to
large numbers of vacationists who seek
relaxation in the forested areas of our
public domain.

Similar conditions prevail with re-
spect to our national parks and na-
tional monuments, which are visited
each year by increased numbers of va-
cationists. While we are improving our
Federal-aid highway systems for the
benefit of the motoring public, we should
also provide roads and connections from
these highways into the vast Federal
recreational areas. Improvement of the
roads and parkways in national forests
and parks is urgently needed in order
that millions of pleasure-seeking Amer-
ican motorists will have a place to go off
the improved Federal-aid highway sys-
tem.

Mr. President, I believe that the in-
creased authorizations proposed by these
amendments constitute a realistic ap-
proach to the attainment of a beneficial
objective, and I urge their adoption.

I hope that the distinguished Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. Caavezl, who is
Chairman of the Committee on Public
Works, will consent to take to conference
the proposals for increased funds.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the senior Senator from Ore-
gon.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to
commend the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. BarreTT] for his amendment in re-
gard to forest access roads. It is, in my
judgment, very similar to the amend-
ment of my colleague, the junior Sena-
tor from Oregon [Mr, NEUBERGER], since
he has accepted modifications of his
amendment along the line of the
amendment of the junior Senator from
Oregon.
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I cannot overemphasize the im-
portance of the proposal to increase the
authorization for forest access roads and
for roads and trails in our national
parks.

FOREST HIGHWAYS; FOREST DEVELOFPMENT ROADS
AND TRAILS

Forest highways are arterial high-
ways which constitute a segment of the
Federal-aid road system. Forest devel-
opment roads and trails are tributary
roads in the forests which link remote
forest areas with our main highways.

My colleague and I went before the
House Committee on Public Works and
explained the importance of increasing
the authorizations on these items. We
were supported by communications from
the distinguished majority leader [Mr.
JounsonN of Texasl and Senators Mac-
NUsON, JAcKsoN, LeamaN, DoucGLas,
ScorT, HUMPHREY, SPARKMAN, KEFAUVER,
and Murray, all of whom expressed ap-
proval of our proposals. We demon-
strated to the satisfaction of the sub-
committee and the full committee that
it is good business to increase the au-
thorization for forest access roads. Con-
sequently, the House of Representatives
increased the authorization for forest
highways from $22.5 million to $25 mil-
lion for each of the fiscal years 1958 and
1959. It also authorized an increase of
from $24 million to $27 million per an-
num for forest development roads and
trails.

Following that testimony, Mr. Presi-
dent, I received letters from Mr. BraT-
MIK and Mr. BuckrLEy. I ask unani-
mous consent that the two letters be
printed in the Recorp at this point in my
remarks.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
oRrp, as follows:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D. C., April 25, 1956.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DeAR SenaToR Morse: Without your ex-
cellent and detailed testimony before our
Public Works Committee, the forest high-
way and timber access authorizations in the
pending Federal highway bill would not
have been Increased, Many of us on both
sides of the aisle knew that these programs
were beneficial to sound development of our
national forests. We were faced with un-
willingness by the administration to present
& realistic program.

You came over and testified for yourself
and 11 other Senators, including the dis-
tinguished majority leader Lynpow JoHN-
soN, Senator Symiwcrow, and Senator Ke-
FAUVER. The testimony You gave caused the
committee to review the whole program and
to make increases.

I know that the increases are not as large
as they should be, but I also know that this
example of congressional interest should be
a strong indication of the feelings of the
committee for the guidance of the executive
branch.

The confldence that your colleagues, the
Oregon House Members and the recreation-
ists and lumbermen of the West, placed in
you to be the major spokesman before our
committee is well deserved.

Your testimony provided the impetus for
increases in the basic programs necessary for
wise development of our natural resources.
As a man with a deep interest in conserva-
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tion, I want to express my appreciation for
the service you have rendered. It is an-
other in a long list of your accomplishments
in the public interest.
My kindest personal regards.
Sincerely yours,
JOHN A. BLATNIK,
Member of Congress.,

COMMITTEE ON PusrLIc WORKS,
House OF REPRESENTATIVES,
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D, C., April 24, 1956.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D, C.

DEeAR SENATOR Morse: I wanted to express
my personal thanks for the excellent service
you have performed for conservation and full
development of our natural resources in con-
nection with the Federal highway bill.

When the bill reached the full committee,
I looked it over carefully. The administra-
tion had not requested that either the forest
highway or forest development road and trail
item for the Forest Service be increased.

I had studied your testimony in behalf of
increased roads into our public timber, and
was deeply impressed by the compelling rea-
sons you set forth. It was my conviction we
would err unless we provided an increase.
However, in the absence of Administration
support for the type of increase you sug-
gested, and the time element involved in con-
ducting further hearings. I felt only one
sound course was open to us. We could in-
crease the program to show the executive
branch that we recognized the merit of the
program, and thus encourage them to get
their facts together later to present a realistic
long-term gram.

I felt, however, that Increases should be
made on both access roads and forest high-
ways, which also serve timber and recrea-
tional use. Two and one-half million dollars
was added for forest highways and $3 million
for forest development roads and trails.

The Oregon congressional delegation, which
apparently let you, supported by Senator
NEUBERGER, speak for the needs of Oregon, is
indebted to you.

I am sure the people of your State will also
fully appreciate your accomplishments in
their behalf.

H. R. 10066 by Mrs. Green, of Oregon, a
companion to your S. 3420, is before our
committee. These bills formally propose a
complete long-term access road program. I
think your efforts in the current highway
bill and the results, can give you every reason
to believe that the committee is strongly
interested in seeing a realistic long-term pro-
gram developed.

We have worked hard to bring forth as
nearly as perfect a program as we could
achieve in the time available. It isa genuine
source of pleasure to me to have had the type
of constructive assistance you gave our com-
mittee.

Sincerely,
CHARLES A, BUCKLEY,
Chairman, Commitiee on Public Works.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the wis-
dom of the increased authorization be-
comes quite evident when we consider
the handsome return to the Government
that will accrue from an expanded pro-
gram of developing our forest access
roads. For example, in Oregon, the Na-
tional Forests have vast stands of timber,
some of which have reached maturity
or have become overripe. Large areas
of this fully matured timber are not be-
ing cut for the simple reason that we do
not have access roads to remove the logs.

Before the access-road program was
started, inaccessible Federal timber was
developed by putting up ‘a large block in
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one sale. The successful bidder—and
there was generally only one—would
push a railroad or truck road into the
timber, cutting as he went. The result
was a minimum price to the Government
and usually a very high cost for the
construction of the access road, deduct-
ed from the proceeds of the sale of the
timber.

Changes in logging techniques and the
development of the modest access-road
program presently being carried on by
the Forest Service made it possible to
make smaller sales in areas where access
roads had been constructed. The net
result has been that the Forest Service
has made many smaller sales, has re-
ceived better prices for its timber on
competitive bids, and has been able to
to a better job of forest management.
Benefits to the Treasury have increased.
To illustrate the wisdom of the access-
road investment, let me cite the example
of the Mount Hood National Forest. In
1942, a timber-access road was put into
this forest with appropriated funds, and
has been extended since that date. Six
million dollars has been invested in the
road to date, and the Government has
received back $9 million in cash from
the sale of timber. From now on, this
area alone will bring over a million dol=-
lars annually because of its develop-
ment. In addition, the construction of
a high-grade access road has increased
recreationists from 3,000 to 112,000 a
year.

I cite the foregoing example to show
how important it is that we invest a
relatively small amount in our Federal
forests, so they may be operated on a
business-like basis which brings heavy
dividends to the American people who
own the forests.

As presently set up, the appropriations
for forest-access roads equal only 30
cents per acre of commercial timber
lands in our national forests. By com-
parison, we are spending 60 cents per
acre per year for access roads in our na-
tional parks; and at the current request
level for the O. & C. lands of Oregon, we
shall be spending $2.25 per acre.

The amendment would bring the
forest highways authorization back to
$25 million per year, and would restore
the $27 million authorization for forest
development roads and trails. I urge
its adoption because it constitutes a wise
business practice and sound forest man-
agement.

NATIONAL PARK BOADS

The amendment also proposes to re-
store the $16 million per year item for
park roads and frails, which was recom-
mended by the House of Representa-
tives. The Senate Committee reduced
this amount to $12.5 million for each
fiscal year from 1958 to 1961, inclusive.
I also urge that the House action ap-
proving an authorization of $16 million
per annum for parkways be restored.
The Senate committee had reduced this
figure to $11 million for the fiscal years
1958 to 1961, inclusive. The benefits of
these roads, trails, and parkways to our
national park system are many and
varied. The House action promises
sound management of our national park
system.
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CONCLUSION

These roads do not cost the taxpayer
1 cent, and they make money for the
Treasury. The question before the Sen-
ate is whether we shall increase revenue
by building more roads, using experi-
enced road contractors, and thereby
enabling the Forest Service to sell its
timber at better prices; or whether we
shall continue to build access roads un-
der timber sales contracts at higher
costs, bringing less money for the timber
when it is sold.

This program has merit. It does not
‘increase the authority of the Govern-
ment with respect to things that private
industry can do.

For those of us who have a deep in-
terest in the development and wise use
of our natural resources, the amendment
is of primary importance.

Mr. President, in my opinion, the peo-
ple are greatly indebted to my colleague
[Mr. NEuserGer] for the excellent lead-
ership he is extending to the conserva-
tion forces of the Nation in the ficht he
is making in the Senate to see to it that
wise use is made of our timber resources
on the basis of a socund conservation
program, Mr. President, an access-road
program is a sound conservation pro-
gram.,

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President——

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, does the
Senator from Wyoming wish to have time
yielded to him?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I should like to
have about 2 minutes yielded to me.

Mr, GORE. I yield 2 minutes to the
junior Senator from Wyoming.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Wyoming is recognized for
2 minutes.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. WMr. President, I
wish formally to associate myself with
the remarks of the Senators who are
sponsoring the amendment. Iam one of
the sponsors of the amendment.

I am personally acquainted with con-
ditions in the national forests. Ifeel that
there can be no question about the need
for this additional fund to improve the
highways in and through the forests of
the United States. These national for-
ests were set aside for a great public pur-
pose; and from the time when they were
set aside during the administration of
President Theodore Roosevelt, and until
this hour, they have been productive of
very good results, not only for the Stafes
in which the forests are located, but also
for all the people of the United States.

The forests are great in extent. The
terrain is mountainous. The difficulty of
building roads there is such that the ex-
pense of their construction is too great
for the States involved to bear. Fre-
quently the areas of the forests are
greater than several counties put to-
gether.

So it is important that the Federal
Government, which manages the forests,
also carry on the building of the roads
within the forests.

Mr, President, I hope there will be no
objection whatever to this amendment to
the committee amendment.

I thank the Senator from Tennessee
for yielding to me.

Mr, ALLOTT. Mr. President——
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Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, I yield
1 minute to the Senator from Colorado.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I wish
to join the able senior Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. BARRETT] in endorsing
the amendment he has submitted. Iam
very happy to be a cosponsor of the
amendment.

For many years I have had a great deal
of interest in our national forests and
our national parks for the use of all the
people. It seems to me that the Senator
from Wyoming has very ably pointed out
the squeeze that the roads in the na-
tional forests are receiving as a result
of the economy we now have and as a
result of the expanded highway pro-
gram.

I wish to join him in urging adoption
of the amendment, which I believe will
greatly expand the road program in the
forests, for the benefit of the people of
the Nation.

Mr, BARRETT. Mr. President, I wish
to commend the distinguished Senator
from Colorado for his very effective help
in the drafting and preparation of the
amendment and for his fine help on the
floor of the Senate.

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT BUILD ROADS TO DEVELOP
OWN LAND ACCESS ROADS TO MINERAL DEPOSITS

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Wyoming yield to me?

Mr. BARRETT. 1yield tothe Senator
from Nevada.

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I have
long believed—and I am sure the dis-
tinguished Senator from Wyoming will
join me in this—that the Federal Gov-
ernment should at least contribute as
much to the improvement of its own
lands as it does to the improvement of
others.

Access roads to mineral deposits on
Government lands are very important
to national defense as well as to the
development of such lands.

I inquire whether the Senator from
Wyoming would accept, as a modifica-
tion of his amendment, the following:

On page 43 of the committee amend-
ment, in line 23, after the word
“amended” and the comma, to insert
“and for access roads to mines on public
lands.”

And on the same page, in line 24, to
strike out the figure “$12,500,000” and
insert in lieu thereof, instead of “$16,-
000,000”, $18,000,000.”

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, I am
glad to modify my amendment accord-
ingly.

Mr. MALONE., Then, Mr. President,
I should like to join the distinguished
Senator from Wyoming in sponsoring the
amendment.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, I ask
that the Recorp show that the Senator
from Nevada is a cosponsor with me of
the amendment.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, that will be done.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, Y
modify my amendment accordingly.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
amendment as modified will be stated.

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 42, in line
20, it is proposed to strike out “$22,500,=
000" and to insert ““$33,750,000."
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On the same page, in line 23, it is pro-
posed to strike out “$24,000,000” and to
insert “$27,000,000.”

On page 43, in line 23, after the word
“amended” and the comma, it is pro-
posed to insert “and for access roads to
mines on public lands.”

In line 24, it is proposed to strike out
“$12,500,000” and to insert “$18,000,000.”

On page 44, in line 6, it is proposed to
strike out “$11,000,000” and to insert
“$16,000,000.”

Mr. GORE. Mr, President, I yield my-
self 2 minutes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Tennessee is recognized for
2 minutes.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I have fol-
lowed the modified amendment as best
I could, and I have read the text. I wish
to be sure that it does not change the
contract authorizations.

Do I correctly understand that the
amendment as modified applies only to
the amounts for the purposes stated in
the bill, with the exception of the modi-
fication with respect to mines only, which
the Senator from Wyoming accepted
from the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
MavronNE] ?

Mr. BARRETT. The Senator from
Tennessee is correct.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I accept
the amendment as modified.

Mr. BARRETT. I yield 2 minutes to
the Senator from Idaho [Mr. DwoR=-
SHAK],

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, I
am very happy to be a cosponsor with
the senior Senator from Wyoming [Mr,
BarreTT] of this amendment, and I am
pleased to hear the acting majority
leader say that he will accept the amend-
ment.

The public lands States in the West
have thousands of square miles of pub=
lic domain. For example, in Idaho 65
percent of our total area is public do-
main, and it has been extremely difficult
for the Western States to provide funds
to match Federal funds with which to
construet forest highways, especially.

I commend the Senator from Wyo-
ming for sponsoring this amendment. I
am sure it will be accepted by the con=-
ferees, because it merely accelerates the
construction of highways over the public
domain to a degree which is to some ex-
tent, at least, comparable with the
greatly expanded highway construction
programs throughout the entire coun=
try.

Mr. BARRETT. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Idaho [Mr. DwoRr=-
sHAK] for his splendid contribution. I
also thank the distinguished Senator
from Tennessee for his kindness in ac-
cepting this amendment. I hope the
conference will agree to the amendment.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
The time of the Senator from Wyoming
has expired.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield
back all of my remaining time, and ask
for a vote.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. All
time has been exhausted or yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
modified amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from Wyoming [Mr. BarreTrr] for
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himself and other Senators to the com-
mittee amendment.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

Mr. KERR subsequently said: Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
the distinguished acting majority leader,
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel,
may be permitted to yield 1 minute on the
bill to me, so that I may clear up one
point in my mind with reference to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. Barrerr], which amend-
ment the Senate has adopted.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does
the Senator from Indiana yield for that
purpose?

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield.

Mr. KERR. I should like to ask the
distinguished Senator from Tennessee
a question with reference to section 108,
appearing at page 44 of the bill, begin-
ning in line 22. That section authorizes
the sum of $2 million a year for each of
b years for “the survey, construction,
reconstruction, and maintenance of
main roads through unreserved public
lands, nontaxable Indian lands, or other
Federal reservations.”

Is it the understanding of the Senator
from Tennessee that with reference to
that authorization, contract authority is
included in section 109, the section im-
mediately following?

Mr. GORE. I have understood and
now understand that sections 108 and
109 relate to the same subject. The
contract authorization contained in sec-
tion 109 does specifically relate to the
contents of section 108.

Mr. KERR. In other words, section
108 is but one of the authorizations to
which section 109 relates; is that cor-
Trect?

Mr. GORE. Section 109 certainly re-
lates to section 108.

Mr. KERR. The Senator is correct.
Section 109 also relates to other sections
preceding it, which have to do with
authorizations for forest highways, for-
est development roads and trails, and
park roads and trails.

Mr. GORE. On page 43.

Mr. EERR. On page 42, 43, and 44.

Mr. GORE. That is correct.

Mr. EERR. What I wished to clear
up was that it also relates to the authori-
zation in section 108.

Mr. GORE. I believe that is true.

Mr. KERR. I thank the Senator.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. KERR. 1 yield.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I
merely wish to add that that is my un-
derstanding of the intent.

Mr. KERR. Ithank the Senator from
South Dakota.

NOTICE OF HEARING ON NOMINA-
TION OF HON. FRED A. SEATON TO
BE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR
Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, will

the Senator from Tennessee yield to me?
Mr. GORE. Mr, President, I yield 1

minute to the senior Senator from Mon-
tana.
Mr. MURRAY. The President of the

United States yesterday announced he
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was nominating the Honorable Fred A.
Seaton to be Secretary of the Interior.
In view of the fact that this highly im-
portant post has remained vacant for
some 6 weeks, since the resignation of
Douglas McEKay on April 15, I believe the
Senate should act with all possible speed
in considering the nomination.

Therefore, I am calling a meeting of
the Senate Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs for next Monday, June 4,
at 10 o'cloek, in the committee room, No.
224 in the Senate Office Building, to act
on the nomination, and have invited Mr,
Seaton to attend the meeting.

This committee meeting will be public,
and all interested Members of the Senate
are invited to be present.

THE MEDITERRANEAN FRUITFLY—
RELAXATION OF REQUIREMENTS
FOR PERSONS ENTERING THIS
COUNTRY

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Tennessee yield to me?

Mr. GORE. I yield 5 minutes to the
Senator from Florida.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, dur-
ing recent days much has been said and
a lot has been done about two problems
that concern, to one degree or another,
virtually every family circle in the land.

One of these problems is the recent
outbreak of the Mediterranean fruitfly.
The second has to do with the illicit
traffic in narcotics.

The first, if allowed to run its course,
would destroy every fruit tree in the Na-
tion. It would leave barren the rich
citrus groves in my own great State of
Florida, and those in Texas and Califor-
nia. It would strip naked the luscious
peach orchards of Georgia, of Oregon, of
Virginia, and the bountiful cherry trees
of Michigan. No, the Mediterranean
fruitfly is not a respecter of State boun-
daries. Neither is it a disciple of one
political party, nor the tormentor of an-
other, It is a common enemy of all the
people,

I commend the members of the Appro=
priations Committee for their wisdom
in providing additional funds to the De-
partment of Agriculture with which to
cope with the invasion of this dreaded
enemy of every fruit producer in the
Nation.

I commend the Members of the Sen-
ate for upholding the Appropriations
Committee. I was confident the Senate
conferees would not have difficulty in
obtaining the concurrence of the House
conferees. This confidence was upheld,
for the House conferees did concur in
this action, and the House and Senate
adopted the conferees’ report today.
Funds will now soon be available to con-
tinue the campaign against this pest
that so recently invaded our shores.

The illicit traffic in narcotics poses
every bit as grave a problem to the youth
of our Nation as does the Mediterranean
fruitfly to the orchards of our land.

I have been greatly impressed by the
tremendous job done by the Judiciary
Committee in connection with the prob-
lem. I am confident their work will re-
sult in an awareness of the problem that
will lead to appropriate legislation, both
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on a national and on a local level. I am
sure there will follow stricter enforce-
ment of the laws and more stringent
punishment of offenders.

However, it occurs to me that in both
instances all too little attention has been
and is now being given to our first line of
defense against such attacks. I refer
to the work of our customs inspectors
and others who guard our borders
against improper entry of any nature—
including, but not limited to, such things
as narcotics and plants bearing pests
such as the Mediterranean fruitfly.

I cannot say that the present admin-
istration is responsible for either the ille-
gal entry of narcotics or for the recent
outbreak of the Mediterranean fruitfly.
However, I do say that the procedures
adopted by the present administration
are such as to permit either situation to

oceur.

Shortly after this administration took
office it abandoned the time-honored
practice of conducting complete baggage
inspection at our ports of entry. This
was done ostensibly to effect a savings—
a few minutes in the time of arriving
passengers, and a few cents in the salary
of the assigned inspector.

Even at this hour studies are under-
way looking to a further curtailment in
the traditionally splendid and effective
work of our customs department.

The plan under consideration involves
abandonment of the traditional prac-
tice of requiring each person entering
the country to submit a written declara-
tion of articles being brought in. In-
stead, all that would be required is an
“oral declaration” that nothing of a
dutiable or restricted nature is being
brought in.

The Post Office and Civil Service Com-
mittee has been concerned for many
months with the steady curtailment of
the work of the customs department.
The chairman of that committee, the
Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
JornsToN], and the ranking minority
member, the Senator from EKansas [Mr,
CaRLSON], appeared before the Appro-
priations Committee to invite the officials
of the customs department to request
sufficient funds to adequately perform
their duties.

Nonetheless, the position of the Cus-
toms Department was stated as follows:

Prior to April 1953, it was the practice of
this Bureau to inspect substantially every
piece of passenger’s baggage arriving by ves-
sel and air into the United States. This
inspection was made primarily for the pur-
pose of determining dutiable importations
and for the purpose of detecting and ex-
cluding prohibited importations, including
those of plant and meat products subject to
the jurisdiction of the Department of Agri-
culture. This type of examination fre-
quently required from 4 to 6 hours or even
longer for large passenger vessels and de-
layed the release of many passengers for
extensive periods of time. Also about this
time we were advised that we could antic-
ipate a sharp rise in the number of pas-
sengers, particularly on aircraft, that would

have to be processed. This increase has
occurred.

In order to reduce these delays and also
in order to permit the customs service to
function effectively within the limited funds
available, & much more limited inspection,
generally of not more than one pliece of bag-
gage for each passenger, was instituted. In
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1949 the personal exemptlon from duty for
persons returning from abroad was increased
from $200 per person to $500 per person.
Now, only approximately 3 percent of all
baggage declarations are found to be duti-
able. The Commissioner of Customs and the
Secretary of the Treasury were and are satis-
fied that the requirements of customs laws
and regulations are being adequately en-
forced by this limited inspection program.

Mr. President, I hope those responsible
for our customs service will not be more
interested in their contribution to a bal-
anced budget than in their contribution
to the welfare of the Nation. I hope they
will quickly abandon thought of further
curtailments such as is proposed in the
plan to operate under a system of oral
declaration upon entry.

I suggest that if their present course is
followed they will find themselves in
the position of the homeowner who went
broke buying fuel oil in a vain attempt
to keep his family warm because he felt
he could not afford to spend the money
necessary to replace a couple of broken
windowpanes.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in my
remarks an article which appeared in the
Tampa Tribune of May 20, 1956.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

GOVERNMENT EASES ENTRY REQUIREMENTS FOR
YACHTS

The United States Government has made it
easier for American pleasure yachtsmen go-
ing to and coming from foreign countries
these days.

Merrill D. White, collector of customs for
Florida, has announced that yachts of United
States registry are now exempt from clear-
ing for a forelgn port and making formal
entrance at the customhouse.

However, White stressed, the master of each
vessel arriving from a foreign port must re-
port his arrival within 24 hours. He may
do this by simply making a telephone call
if he can’'t make it to the customhouse.

The new regulation also makes it possible
for either a custom officer or an immigra-
tion officer to examine the vessels, not both
as in the past.

There is an exception, however, iIf both
dutiable articles «nd aliens are aboard.

FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF
1956

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bhill (H. R. 10660) to amend and
supplement the Federal-Aid Road Act
approved July 11, 1916, to authorize ap-
propriations for continuing the construe-
tion of highways; to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide addi-
tional revenue from the taxes on motor
fuel, tires, and trucks and buses; and for
other purposes.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, on
behalf of my colleague [Mr. JENNER] and
myself I offer the amendments to the
committee amendment which I send to
the desk. I do not ask that they be read.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the amendments will be
printed in the Recorp at this point; and,
without objection the amendments wiil
be considered en bloe.

The amendments proposed by Mr.
CapenART, for himself and Mr. JENNER,
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;;o the committee amendment are as fol-
ows:

On page 35, beginning with line 1, strike
out all through line 20 on page 36, and insert
in lieu thereof the following:

“{b) The additional sum herein authorized
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, and
the sum authorized for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1958, shall be apportioned im=-
mediately upon enactment of this act. The
sums herein authorized for the fiscal years
1957 and 1958 shall be apportioned in the ra-
tio which the estimated cost of completing
the National System of Interstate Highways
in each State bears to the estimated total
cost of completing the National System of
Interstate Highways in all of the States as set
forth in the computations compiled by the
Bureau of Public Roads on pages 6 and 7 of
House Document No. 120, 84th Congress.

“{c) All sums authorized by this section
to be appropriated for the fiscal years 1959
through 1969, inclusive, shall be apportioned
among the several States in the ratio which
the estimated cost of completing the Na-
tional System of Interstate Highways in
each State bears to the estimated total cost
of completing the National System of Inter-
state Highways in all of the States. The
estimated costs shall be those set forth in
the reports required to be filed by subsection
{e) of this section and shall be those con-
tained in the latest report so filed. Each
apportionment herein authorized for the fis-
cal years 1969 through 1969, inclusive, shall
be made on a date as far in advance of the be-
ginning of the fiscal year for which author-
ized, as practicable, but in no case more than
18 months prior to the fiscal year for which
authorized,

“(d) The geometric standards to be adopt-
ed for the National System of Interstate
Highways shall be those approved by the
Secretary of Commerce in cooperation with
the State highway departments. Such stand-
ards shall be adequate to accommodate the
types and volumes of traffic forecast for the
year 1975. The right-of-way width of the Na-
tional Bystem of Interstate Highways shall
be adequate to permit construction of proj-
ects on the National System of Interstate
Highways up to such standards. The Secre-
tary of Commerce shall apply such standards
uniformly throughout the States. Such
standards shall be adopted by the Secretary
of Commerce in cooperation with the State
highway departments as soon as practicable
after the enactment of this act.

“(e) As soon as the standards provided
for in subsection (d) have been adopted,
the Becretary of Commerce shall request
each State highway department to make and
furnish to him before July 1, 1857, a further
study of the Natlonal System of Interstate
Highways within its boundarles and a de-
talled estimate of the cost of completing the
same based upon such standards. Such
study and estimate shall be made in ac-
cordance with such rules and regulations
as may be adopted by the Secretary of Com-
merce and applied by him uniformly to all
of the States. Upon approval of such esti-
mate by the Secretary of Commerce, he shall,
within 10 days subsequent to January 2,
1958, transmit to the Senate and the House of
Representatives a report of such study and
estimate. Upon approval by afirmative res-
olution of the committees of the Senate and
the House of Representatives to which re-
ferred, the Secretary of Commerce shall use
such estimate in making apportionments for
the fiscal years ending June 30, 1959, June
30, 1960, June 30, 1961, and June 30, 1962,
The Secretary of Commerce shall cause a re-
vised estimate to be made in the same man-
ner as stated above and shall transmit the
same to the Senate and the House of Repre=-
sentatives within 10 days subsequent to Jan«
uary 2, 1962, and upon approval by affirma-
tive resolution of the committees of the Sen-
ate and the House of Representatives to
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which referred, the Secretary of Commerce
shall use such revised estimate in making
apportionments for the fiscal years ending
June 30, 1963, June 30, 1964, June 30, 1965,
and June 30, 1966. The Secretary of Com-
merce shall cause a revised estimate to be
made in the same manner as stated above
and shall transmit the same to the Senate
and the House of Representatives within
10 days subsequent to January 2, 1966, and
annually thereafter through and including
January 2, 1968, and upon approval by affirm-
ative resolution of the committees of the
Senate and the House of Representatives to
which referred, the Secretary of Commerce
shall use such revised estimate in making ap=
portionments for the fiscal year which begins
next following the fiscal year in which such
report is flled. Whenever the Secretary of
Commerce, pursuant to this subsection, re-
quests the State highway departments to fur=
nish studies and estimates to him, such high=
way departments shall furnish copies of such
studies and estimates at the same time to
the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives.

“(f) The Federal share payable on ace
count of any project on the Natlonal Sys-
tem of Interstate Highways provided for by
funds made available under the provisions
of this section shall be increased by 90 per=
cent of the total cost thereof, plus a per=
centage of the remaining 10 percent of such
cost in any State containing unappropriated
and unreserved public lands and nontaxable
Indian lands, individual and tribal, exceeding
6 percent of the total area of all lands
therein, equal to the percentage that the
area of such lands in such State is of its
total area: Provided, That such Federal share
payable on any project in any State shall
not exceed 95 percent of the total cost
of such project.

“(g) Any sums apportioned to any State
under the provisions of this section shall
be avallable for expenditure in that State
for 2 years after the close of the fiscal year
for which such sums are authorized: Pro-
vided, That such funds for any fiscal year
shall be deemed to be expended if a sum
equal to the total of the sums apportioned
to the State specifically for the National Sys-
tem of Interstate Highways for such fiscal
year and previous fiscal years is covered
by formal agreements with the Secretary of
Commerce for the construction, reconstruc=
tion, or improvement of specific projects un=
der this section.

“(h) Any amount apportioned to the
States under the provisions of this section
unexpended at the end of the period during
which it is available for expenditure under
the terms of subsection (g) of this section
shall lapse: Provided, That any National Sys-
tem of Interstate Highways funds released
by the payment of the final voucher or by
the modification of the formal project agree=
ment shall be credited to the National Sys-
tem of Interstate Highways funds pre=
viously apportioned to the State and be
immediately available for expenditure.”

On page 36, line 21, strike out *(d)" and
Insert in lieu thereof “(i)".

One page 37, line 22, strike out “(e)” and
insert in lieu thereof *“(j)".

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments offered by the Senator from In-
diana [Mr. CapemArT] for himself and
his colleague [Mr. JENNER] to the Pub-
lic Works Committee amendment. With-
out objection, the amendments will be
considered en bloc.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?
Mr. CAPEHART. I yield.
Mr. GORE., I ask unanimous consent

that I may suggest the absence of a
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guorum without the time being charged
to either side.

Mr. CAPEHART. 1yield for that pur-
pose provided I do not lose the floor.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection? The Chair hears none,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CAPEHART. I ask unanimous
consent that the yeas and nays be or-
dered on my amendment.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object—and I shall not oh-
ject—I request the distinguished Sen-
ator to refrain from submitting a unan-
imous-consent request. If he will wait
a little while, we shall all try to have
the yeas and nays ordered.

Mr. CAPEHART. I withdraw the re-
quest,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. How
much time does the Senator from In-
diana yield to himself?

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield myself 5
minutes.

Mr. President, the purpose of this
amendment is to substitute for the Sen-
ate committee version the House of Rep-
resentatives language with respect to
apportionment of the funds to the 48
States.

The House version carries one specific
formula, and the Senate committee bill
carries another formula.

The purpose of the proposed legisla-
tion is to construct approximately 40,000
miles of interstate highways as shown by
the red lines on the map in the rear of
the Chamber.

The Senate committee bill apportions
or allocates funds to the respective
States on the basis of a formula which
is caleulated on a population basis, an
area basis, and a mileage basis.

The way the matter ought to be
handled is in a very simple way. It
ought to be handled on the basis of what-
ever the cost to the respective State is;
no more and no less. In other words,
if it costs the State of Florida $100 mil-
lion, the Federal Government ought to
pay $90 million to the State, and the
State ought to pay $10 million. The
State of Florida ought not to pay any
more than 10 percent, and the Federal
Government more than 80 percent.

However, with the Senate version of
the bill based on population, number of
miles, and area, there will be allocated
to a number of States more money than
they can possibly spend. The commit-
tee evidently intended it that way, be-
cause the committee has written into the
bill & provision that any money beyond
that necessary to construct the given
miles in a specific State shall be allo-
cated on the basis of 20 percent of the
total to secondary and primary roads.

I was amazed when I discovered that
the bill would do anything other than
simply to allocate whatever funds were
necessary for the Federal Government to
pay 90 percent of the cost. I was utterly
amazed to find that such a formula was
not provided in the bill, because that is

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

the simple way to do it, that is the
honorable way to do it, and that is the
fair way to do it; indeed, I may say it
is the only way to do it.

We are not concerned with population,
‘because we are not building roads on the
basis of population. We are building X
number of miles of roads. Some of the
roads will be 2 lanes wide and some 4
lanes wide and some 6 lanes wide and
some 8 lanes wide. Some roads will go
through mountains, some will go over
the top of mountains, some will be built
on flat surfaces, and some will be con-
structed through swamps.

Every mile of the 40,000 miles of road
will cost a different amount. No 2 miles
will cost exactly the same amount of
money.

To try to make the allocations on any
basis other than that the Federal Gov=
ernment shall pay 90 percent of what-
ever the cost is and the States shall pay 10
percent of whatever the cost is, is some=
thing I do not quite understand. As a
result of the Senate committee’s for-
mula, 19 States will get a reduced amount
of money apportioned to them, whereas
29 States will get an inereased amount.

Why do they want an increase? All we
in Indiana want to do is to build approxi-
mately 1,100 miles. We want to build 2-
lane, 4-lane, 6-lane, or 8-lane highways,
or whatever is necessary to carry the
traffic. We want the Federal Govern-
ment to pay 90 percent of the cost, and
we want the State of Indiana to pay 10
percent of the cost. We do not want 1
cent more than 90 percent or 1 cent less
than 90 percent.

Why is that not what every State
should want? Why do some States want
more? What is so hard about working
out a plan whereby the Federal Govern=
ment will approve in advance the amount
needed and then, when the project or the
road has been completed, and the books
have been audited, the Federal Govern-
ment will pay 90 percent? Is that too
simple for us in the United States Senate
todo?

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CAPEHART. T yield.

Mr. CARLSON. I wonder whether the
Senator from Indiana would help me
with a problem I have. As I read the
Senator’'s amendment, it provides:

The additional sum herein authorized for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1857, and the
sum authorized for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1958, shall be apportioned immedi-
ately upon enactment of this act. The sums
herein authorlzed for the fiscal years 1957
and 1958 shall be apportioned in the ratio
which the estimated cost of completing the
National System of Interstate Highways in
each State bears to the estimated total cost
of completing the National System of Inter-
state Highways in all of the States as set
forth in the computations compiled by the
Bureau of Public Roads.

I call particular attention to the word
“completing.”

I should like to ask the Senator from
Indiana this question. Let us take, for
example, the State of Kansas, which has
already completed, by means of a toll
road, one-half of the Interstate System.
Am I to understand the Senator from
Indiana to state that the State of Kan-
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sas is to get one-half of the money re-
quired to complete the rest of the sys-
tem in Kansas?

Mr. CAPEHART. I want the State of
Kansas to get exactly 90 percent of what
it costs the State to complete the inter-
state highways the construction of which
the system calls for in the State of Kan-
sas; no more and no less.

Mr., CARLSON. In other words, half
of our State highway system in the In-
terstate System will be paid for, and the
rest of it will be a toll system. Travelers
will not only pay for the toll road which
is already constructed, but will be pay-
ing for roads all over the Nation.

Mr. CAPEHART. There is nothing in
the House bill or the Senate bill that
covers the point the Senator is making.
The language of the amendment is the
gﬁct language contained in the House

Mr. CARLSON. Of course, I have not
yet said that I approve of it.

Mr. CAPEHART. I did not say the
Senator had said he approved of it; but
all we are doing is taking the exact lan-
guage of the House bill. We have not
added anything and have not taken any-
thing away from it. We have the same
situation in Indiana. We shall have,
when it is completed, a 131-mile toll
road. I do not know what is going to
happen to all the toll roads in the future.

Mr. CARLSON. Half of the particu-
lar road to which I have referred is in
the Interstate System. I think we are
entitled to have some consideration on
that account.

Mr, CAPEHART. Is not that an en-
tirely different problem?

Mr. CARLSON. I do not think so, be-
cause the allocation of funds will be
based on the ratio of the amount of
money that is needed to complete the
Interstate System.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Indiana yield?

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I
yield myself another 5 minutes.

Mr. KUCHEL. I appreciate the op-
portunity the Senator from Indiana
gives me to make a comment to the
Senator from Kansas,

The amendment he offers deals solely
and exclusively with what formula the
Senate wishes to use to apportion money.
The Senator from Kansas asked what
the situation would be with respect to a
State which previously had on its own
responsibility created an expressway or
a superhighway, toll road or not. I wish
to call the Senator’s attention to the lan-
guage of the House bill on page 19, sec-
tion 109, entitled “Declaration of Policy
with Respect to Reimbursement for Cer-
tain Highways,” which indicates the
manner in which the House would at-
tempt equitably to make reimbursement
for the section of a State-constructed
freeway which might subsequently be-
come a part of the system.

But the Senator from Indiana was
completely accurate in his answer to the
Senator from Kansas. The Senator
from Indiana has one single amendment
to present. The question is, Do we want
the historic apportionment formula to
be used in the Interstate System to be
construected in 13 years, or do we want
to make it on the basis of need?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Morse in the chair). The time of the
Senator from Indiana has expired.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I
yield myself 1 more minute.

Mr, MALONE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Indiana yield?

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield 2 minutes
to the Senator from Nevada.

FEDERAL AID FOR PUBLIC-LAND STATES

Mr. MALONE. I would suggest to the
distinguished Senator from Indiana that
his amendment, whether it is on a basis
of straight 10 percent or on the formula
basis, will not amount to very much
money; but whatever the Senate and
the House, in their wisdom, decide shall
be the proportion of Federal money in
the thickly populated States where there
are no government lands, should apply
on the same established basis, on the
public lands, so that the Government
pays for roads in proportion to the lands,
it owns.

Such roads increase the value of the
public lands.

In Nevada we still have 87'% percent
public lands. We still have a very small
population, though Nevada is a much
larger State than Indiana.

We think we have a population of
about 300,000; however that does not
compare with the population of Indiana.

The people of my State own only about
13 percent of the land.

Mr. CAPEHART. I want Nevada to
be paid 90 percent by the Federal Gov-
ernment for every mile of Interstate
Highway constructed within the State.

Mr. MALONE. I understand that,
but I also understand that there are
only 300,000 to 350,000 people in Ne-
vada, and they would have to put up a
much greater percentagze of the 10 per-
cent than the people of the more heavily
populated States.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REecorp at
this point a table entitled “Federal Aid
Formula.”

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

FEDERAL-ATD FORMULA

Primary: One-third area, one-third pop-
ulation, one-third miles of rural post roads.

Secondary: One-third area, one-third ru-
ral population, one-third miles of rural post
roads.

Urban: Percentage of population in cities
over 5,000.

Above funds matched 50-50, except public
land States are allowed credit for one-half
of public lands.

Thus, in Nevada, we get 50 percent plus
one-half of 638 percent, or 84 percent Federal
and 16 percent State.

Interstate: Two-thirds population, one-
gixth area, one-sixth miles of rural post
roads, matched on 60-40 basis with same al-
lowance for public lands.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I
yield the floor.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the junior Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. CorTon].

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, the
controversy as to whether the formula
contained in the Senate bill, otherwise
known as the Gore bill, or the formula
contained in the House bill, otherwise
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known as the Fallon bill, shall be made
the basis of allocation and apportion-
ment of funds during at least the first
2 years of the proposed program has
been fought out in committees, and was
discussed in the general debate yester-
day. The factors and elements are well
known, and I have no desire to delay the
deliberations of the Senate. But be-
cause of the solemn and serious obliga=
tion and responsibility which a Member
of this body, particularly a member of
the Public Works Committee, owes to
his own State, and to all the States, in
trying to secure a fair and just method
of apportionment, I wish to bring out
certain facts on this vital question which
is fully as important as is any other
question incident to this bill.

The House bill, which is the version
the distinguished Senator from Indiana
is asking the Senate to substitute for the
Senate formula, bases the allocations on
estimates made by the States. After
passage of the 1954 highway Act, the
Bureau of Public Roads requested the
States to submit estimates of their
needs.

We should not be in any way deluded
by this so-called need formula or by the
use of the word “needs,” which has been
used again and again in connection
with the House bill. No word was ever
more distorted. It does not represent in
anyway, shape, or manner the actual
needs, the boiled-down and considered
needs of the States. The “needs"” esti-
mates were developed by the States
without any knowledge of how they
would be used. My statement is borne
out by the Bureau of Public Roads
which states that most of the State
highway departments were not even
told and did not understand why they
were making the estimates or how they
would be used.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New Hampshire yield?

Mr. COTTON. I yield.

Mr. CAPEHART. Let us consider the
Senator’s own State. Under the House
bill it would receive $72 million. Under
the Senate version it would receive $154
million. Which one is the more real-
istic?

Mr. COTTON. I shall meet that
question fully and fairly.

Mr. CAPEHART. All I am trying to
do is to make certain that New Hamp-
shire gets 90 percent of whatever the
roads cost, whether it be $72 million or
$154 million.

Mr. COTTON. Let me say in reply to
the Senator from Indiana that if his
heart is bleeding for my State of New
Hampshire, I should like to tell him that
under the apportionment in the House
bill New Hampshire will suffer more than
will any other State of the 48 States and
the Distriet of Columbia. I shall indi-
cate to the Senator in a moment how,
if this is taken as the basis, New Hamp-
shire and certain other States may never
receive fair treatment.

Mr. CAPEHART. The $72 million was
estimated by the New Hampshire high-
way department.

Mr. COTTON. That is correct. They
made an estimate—and I will come to
that in a moment—and they made it as
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frugally as possible and as economically
as possible on the basis of bare minimum
requirements,

They had no way of knowing what
part the Federal Government would
pay, and they estimated about $300,000 a
mile. On the other hand, California, for
instance, estimated more than $1 mil-
lion a mile, and New Jersey estimated
more than $4 million a mile.

Mr, CAPEHART, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. COTTON. I cannot yield any
further. I have only 5 minutes.

Mr. CAPEHART. I will yield the Sen=
ator a minute.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield 5
additional minutes to the Senator from
New Hampshire.

Mr. CAPEHART. What we are trying
to do is to establish a formula whereby
New Hampshire and the other 47 States
will get 90 percent of whatever the cost
will be. How can any Senator be op-
posed to that? Is it because he thinks
his State will get something beyond that
amount?

Mr. COTTON. If the Senator will let
me proceed for 5 minutes, I will tell him
what I think of his method of obtaining
? ﬂfr apportionment and why I object

0

In the first place, the estimates were
made without any knowledge of what
the purpose was. Some States assumed
that when they made estimates, they
were on a 50-50 matching basis. Some
States tried to project themselves into
the future on the basis that the ratio
would be 60-40. Some thought it would
be on the basis of 90-10. Some thought
it would be on the basis of a 100 percent
Federal contribution. In other words,
various motives animated the State
highway departments to make their
estimates.

In the second place—this point is im-
portant and I have not seen it brought
out in the debate yet—the estimates
were developed on an entirely hypo-
thetical mileage. The last 2,300 miles of
the Interstate System were not desig-
nated until after the needs estimates
were compiled and completed. Some
States estimated their needs on their
actual mileage at the time. I am re-
ferring, of course, to the interstate
system,

Some States estimated their needs on
the basis of their actual miles plus the
additional mileage they had requested.

None of the States could estimate their
needs on the basis of actual total miles,
because at that time they did not know
what their actual mileage would be when
the entire 40,000 miles were designated
and assigned.

In the third place, the estimates repre-
sented the first time in history that an
effort was even made to estimate the
total highway needs of the Nation.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield briefly for a question?

Mr. COTTON. I yield.

Mr. EUCHEL. If the Senator will
permit me to do so, I shall read from
page 5 one paragraph from the letter of
the Secretary of Commerce transmit-
ting the report. It bears directly on the
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Senator’s comment. The statement re-
lates directly to the subject of preparing
estimates:

In preparing the cost estimates of needs
improvements for this study the highest de-
slgn standards were, of course, used for the
Interstate System. Progressively lower
standards were used for each road system
of lesser Importance. In general, the de-
sign standards used in making the cost estl-
mates are in accord with those adopted by
the States.

I thought that statement should be a
part of the Recorn. I donot quarrel with
the Senator’s right to interpret the esti-
mates in any fashion he wishes, but I
think the responsible authority who ac-
cumulated the estimates, after he was
required to do so by act of Congress,
should have his opinion in the RECORD,
too.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. COTTON. I yield.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. The origin
of the estimates was section 13 of the
Highway Act of 1954, The origin of that
section was a joint resolution which I
introduced, proposing a study to deter-
mine the cost of building the several
road systems of the country. I think the
Senate passed the resolution, but the
House committee did not want to join in
the study. So later I submitted a sepa-
rate resolution to provide for a study by
the Senate committee. That study be-
came the basis of section 13 of the High-
way Act of 1954.

To carry out the purpose of that sec-
tion, the Bureau of Public Roads was di-
rected to cooperate with the State high-
way departments. I have here a state-
ment by Mr. George T. McCoy, president
of the American Association of State
Highway Officials, before a subcommittee
of the Senate Committee on Public
Wo;‘ks, on February 21, 1955. Mr. McCoy
said:

Sectlon 13 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act
of 1854 requested the Secretary of Commerce
to prepare an estimate of need for the Na-
tion's 3,350,000 miles of roads, streets, and
highways. The State highway departments

cooperated with the Bureau of Public Roads
in this undertaking.

The next sentence is the one to which
I invite particular attention:

Please bear in mind that this s an estl-
mate and not a proposed program, and it is
the first time that an attempt has been made
to place a dollar value upon the total highway
needs of the Nation.

I have been told that 1 State, in 3 days,
compiled. figures for an estimate of the
cost of completing its secondary, urban,
and primary roads on the Interstate
System.

The other day on the floor of the Sen-
ate I said that Maine had used $1 million
a mile as the basis for determining the
right-of-way cost of the roads. I took
that fizure from a table prepared by the
Bureau of Public Roads in response to
the study requirement in the Highway
Act of 1954. The Senator from Maine
[Mr. Pa¥yNE] came to my desk and told
me he questioned the figure. He wanted
to know my authority for it, because I
had contrasted $1 million a mile for
rights-of-way in Maine with $195,000 a
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mile for rights-of-way as proposed by
Maryland.

The Senator from Maine later told me
that he went to the telephone, called the
State highway engineer in Maine, whom
he knew personally, and asked him if the
figure was correct. He said the engineer
replied that they had to use some figure;
that he did not know what the rights-
of-way would cost; so he used $1 million
as the figure,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire has expired.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield an
additional 5 minutes to the Senator from
New Hampshire.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. That is
how the estimates were prepared. Round
figures were used. To call them a sound
basis for determining the actual needs
certainly is improper.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield briefly for a question?

Mr. COTTON. The question must be
brief. I do not want to delay the Senate;
but I desire to complete my statement.

Mr. KEUCHEL. I thank the Senator
for yielding. I again refer to the letter
of the Secretary of Commerce with ref-
erence to section 13. He said, on page
3—and I want the ReEcorp to show it——

Mr. COTTON. If the Senator wants
the Recorp to show it, he should use his
own time. I yielded for a question.

Mr. KUCHEL. I shall read only four

es.

Mr. COTTON. I yield for that pur-
pose.

Mr. KUCHEL. The paragraph reads:

Relatively minor differences occurred
among the States in the interpretation of
and adherence to the concepts and guides
established for this study. These account for
a certain lack of uniformity in the reported
information. Nevertheless, the totals are
deemed wholly adequate as a representation
of nationwide needs, forming a basis for set-
ting the initial course of remedial action.

Mr. COTTON. I call the attention of
the Senator from California to page 1
of the document from which he has been
reading, under the heading “Basis of
Needs.” This is the statement made by
the Secretary of Commerce and the Bu-
reau of Public Roads:

The term *“needs” likewlise requires ex-
planation. It is a word widely used in re-
cent years to denote construction backlog.
Amounts cited as “needs” sometimes refer
to the cost of complete modernization as
of a given moment; sometimes they cover a
construction program stretching over a pe-
riod of years.

Some estimates are based on the needs of
current traffic; others take future traffic fully
into account.

There are variations, too, In the specifica-
tlons of deslgn standards, and there are
differences in their application—one study
may permit no deviations, while another will
accept large deviations or tolerances.

I do not wish to linger on this point.
Anyone who simply takes that tables and
sees the variations among the estimates
of the proposed costs of the interstate
highways in the different States need
not read any reports, and he certainly
need not pay any heed to anything said
by any Senator or anyone else. If he
will simply look at the figures, he will
know instantly that they have no uni-
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formity. They are simply a collection of
haphazard estimates. Some States
make them lavishly; some States make.
them frugally and conservatively. If
these estimates are made a basis for any
kind of future allocation, whether the
program lasts 2 years, 4 years, 10 years,
or 13 years, we shall be building on
sand, and shall be inflicting an unfair
system on the States of the Union.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
MorsE in the chair). The time of the
Senator from New Hampshire has ex-
pired.

Mr. COTTON. May I have 3 addi-
tional minutes?

Mr. GORE. I yield 3 additional min-
utes to the Senafor from New Hamp-
shire.

Mr. _COTI‘ON. The answer which has
been given to our committee is that these
figures do not mean anything; that, af-
ter all, they will be used only for the
first 2 years, and then everything will
be made right and lovely, and every
State ultimately will get its proper mile-
age, and the roads will be standardized
and will be built to specifications. So,
it is said, even though a partieular State
may suffer greatly because of the pre-
liminary figures which have been sub-
mitted, the differences will be adjusted.

In the first place, Mr. President, re-
member that the standards prescribed
for the highways are minimum stand-
ards, and if one State chooses to build,
in the beginning, on a lavish basis, and
builds a lush highway, then that State
will receive more than its just share,
because another State will be building
on a frugal basis.

In the second place, after 2 years’ use
of this admittedly—I stress the word
“admittedly”—unfair and unbalanced
aggregation of figures and estimates, the
approval of the Public Works Commit-
tees of the House and the Senate must
be received.

As a matter of fact, if an examination
of the roster of the members of the
House Pubile Works Committee—I do
not think I am violating any rule against
criticizing the other body—will disclose
that several States have two members
each, and that many States have no
members at all, on that committee. If
any Senators think those States are going
to give up their frosting voluntarily, I am
sure such Senators are mistaken, be-
cause the result will be a compromise,
as is always the result in the legislative
process. Somewhere along the line some
part of this inequality will be frozen into
the allocation of funds, if we start with
these unfair allocations.

The Senate bill is far from perfect,
but it does contain a formula based on
population, based on roads to be built,
and it is a formula, a yardstick, which
will be applied the same way to every
State. If it is used for 2 years or 5 years,
we can still have a second look. By
adopting it, we shall not be starting out,
on the most expensive program for high-
ways or any other needs ever conducted
in this country, by authorizing the use
of a series of estimates made up of a col-
lection of haphazard figures which are
entirely unfair to many Stafes.

Mr. President, I am perfectly frank in
saying that I am not underfaking to
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represent any other State than my own.
I assume the Senator from Indiana is
looking after his own State, but perhaps
my State is the worst sufferer of all the
States under the proposal, chiefly be-
cause my own State made a frugal and
conservative estimate. I shall do every=
thing in my power to prevent the House
proposal from being accepted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire has expired.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I
yield myself 1 minute.

I thought I had made myself perfectly
clear, and had stated that what we are
trying to do is to establish a system
whereby the State of the Senator from
New Hampshire will get 90 percent of
exactly what it will cost to build the
interstate highway, whether the cost be
$75 million or $100 million. I do not
understand the argument at all. The
figures will be the basis on which the
start will be made, but the Government
will pay 90 percent of what the roads
will cost.

Mr. GORE. If the Senator will yield,
I point out that the amendment the
Senator has offered does not do what he
has said.

Mr, CAPEHART. It will do that, after
2 years, just as the amendment of the
Senator from Tennessee will do. That
is what I am trying to argue for. That
is why I think the bill ought to be recom=-
mitted. I cannot imagine that the Presi-
dent of the United States will sign a bill
of this kind. He may well do it. I can-
not speak for the President. I am only
pleading that the Federal Government
pay 90 percent for whatever it will cost
to construct the roads in the State of
New Hampshire.

Mr. President, I now yield 3 minutes
to the junior Senator from New Jersey.

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. Mr. Presi-
dent, I think it is perhaps appropriate
for me to make a few comments so
shortly after the statement of the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire [Mr. CoTt-
TOoN], because if his State fares the
worst under the House hill, certainly the
State of New Jersey is the greatest suf-
ferer under the Senate committee bill.

It should not be, as the Senator from
Indiana has said, a very difficult prob-
lem for us to provide for the building
of an Interstate System of highways on
a sensible basis, whereby actual needs
are determined, actual costs are fixed,
roads are built, and the Federal Gov-
ernment pays 90 percent of the actual
cost of the Interstate Highway System.
It should not be too difficult, if we have
the will to do it. I do not suggest any
individual chicanery, but it seems to me
the difficulty we have been having in
trying to arrive at a sensible method of
the application of the program indi-
cates that there is something more than
a simple effort to arrive at that result,
because, certainly, reasonable men of
good will ought to be able to agree on
the need for the system.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from New Jersey
has expired.

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. May I have
3 additional minutes?
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Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, how
much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Indiana has 13 minutes
remaining to him.

Mr. CAPEHART. I wanted to yield 4
minutes to the able Senator from Cali-
fornia. I yield 2 additional minutes to
the Senator from New Jersey.

Mr. BUSH. The Senator from Indi-
ana promised to yield me some time.

Mr. CAPEHART. I shall do so.

Mr, CASE of New Jersey. Mr. Presi-
dent, although I am not a member of the
Senate Committee on Public Works, it is
quite apparent from a reading of the
ConGRESSIONAL REcoRD and the report of
the committee that New Jersey has be-
come a whipping boy in one of the most
important issues involved in the high-
way bill now before us. The record, in
my judgment, should not go unchal-
lenged.

The issue into which our State has
been projected is, as I said, basic to our
efforts to build an Interstate System.
After all, why are we here today? Had
it not been for the leadership of Presi-
dent Eisenhower and the Clay commit-
tee, we would likely be considering how
best to extend the traditional, 2-year au-
thorization for Federal-aid highways—
that is, the normal development of our
primary, secondary, urban, and Infer-
state Systems.

Instead, because of this leadership
and the enlightened action taken by the
House, we have a rich opportunity to
concentrate on our greatest unfulfilled
highway need, an adequate interstate
network of roads. This challenge has
been answered in the House bill. Be-
cause of the stoginess of the traditional
system of apportionment of Federal
funds which lies at the heart of the Sen-
ate amendment, we shall not be able to
fulfill our goal for a completed Inter-
state System. Certainly, we shall not
be able to do the job in New Jersey,
under the Senate formula.

Now, proponents of the Senate amend-
ment have pointed at New Jersey's es-
timated needs—which would be met un-
der the House version—with a great deal
of scorn. The needs, in the view of
these opponents, are inflated. So, it is
implied, are the costs of road construc-
tion in New Jersey. Then these oppo-
nents point to the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania. Here, the estimated
needs are considerably lower.

Thus, it is stated, let us throw out the
whole program under the House bill.
Our opponents say let us turn instead
to the good old method of allocating Fed-
eral funds—a method which is old, all
right, but is particularly good only for
Arkansas, Kansas, Nevada, and other
States without the problems of popula-
tion, traffic density, and other complex
factors which make us in New Jersey
victims of rank discrimination under the
Senate version of this proposed legisla-
tion.

Now, Mr. President, because I had my
doubts about these alleged errors in the
statement of costs and needs in New
Jersey, I decided to take up the matter
with our State highway commissioner,
Mr. Dwight Palmer. After all, his de-
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partment prepared the figures. I should
add that Mr. Palmer is of the opposite
political faith from me, to say nothing
of his chief executive, Governor Meyner.

What I am about to relate is Mr.
Palmer’s explanation of why New Jersey
figured as it figured; why the statistics
supplied are accurate, in his estimation;
and why the Senate apportionment for-
mula would doom our State's efforts to
build an effective Interstate System right
from the start.

Here are the facts, according to Mr.
Palmer. New Jersey’s traffic is 7 times
the national average. It is 5% times
that of Pennsylvania, for example. It
is 215 times the traffic density of New
York. The density of traffic on the New
Jersey State highway system is 11,000
cars per average day per mile of State
highway.

New Jersey averages 1,000 registra-
tions per mile of State higchways. Two
hundred million vehicles eross New Jer=
sey’s borders in 1 year.

By comparison, we must remember
that New Jersey is 2d in population
density, 6th in industry, 8th in popula-
tion, 8th in motor-vehicle registration,
and, significantly, 45th in size.

Route U. S. 1 carries upward of 90,000
vehicles per day through Newark.
Routes 4 and 46 through Bergen County
carry 46,000 vehicles a day, with peak
volumes of 75,000 vehicles in a 24-hour
period. In the Camden area, the Ad-
miral Wilson Boulevard carries some 75,=
000 vehicles daily, while the Crescent
Boulevard daily carries some 50,000 cars.

Our friends in the West cannot visual-
ize the transportation problem of New
Jersey because they are simply not in the
same position trafficwise. We are a cor-
ridor State. Through us, traffic to and
from New England must pass. We are
between the two cities of New York and
Philadelphia. Our transportation prob-
lems are perhaps unsurpassed in the
Nation for their magnitude.

Mr. Palmer tells me that when the
United States Bureau of Public Roads
requested the States to prepare an esti-
mate of their individual needs, New Jer-
sey set about the task with the idea that
aceuracy was necessary. Mr. Palmer
frankly questions the estimates of the
responsible officials in Pennsylvania.
Does this mean that New Jersey's figures
are any less accurate?

New Jersey, with 60 percent of ifs
roads being urban in character, com-
pared, for example, with Pennsylvania’s
15 percent, is faced with high costs of
construction. There is one stretch from
the George Washington Bridge to Wayne
Township, 172 miles in length, which
will cost more than $120 million. In
Essex County, one 4}%-mile stretch will
cost $70 million.

In New Jersey's most rural areas, Mr.
Palmer reports, a 4-lane divided high-
way costs $1 million per mile. So that
we recognize that when Pennsylvania
presents an average cost per mile of
$557,000, either proper consideration
was not given to the needs of the State
or the anticipated design of their high-
ways failed to recognize the growth of
traffic and provide necessary capacity
for that trafiic.
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The average cost per mile of New Jer-
sey’s Interstate System was $6,652,000
in 1954, according to statistics placed in
the REcorp, This figure has been used
to twist the significance of New Jersey’s
basic needs. From the foregoing, it is
apparent it costs New Jersey a lot of
money to plow a road through our tre-
mendously built-up urban areas. Actu-
ally, the figure itself is a distortion. It
is expensive for us to build roads, but
not that expensive.

The Bureau of Public Roads advises
me the average cost per mile figure for
New Jersey was obtained by dividing 204
extant miles on the Interstate System
in 1954 into the total cost of $1,357,~
000,000. Included in that total cost,
however, were some $425 million, sub-
mitted in good faith as part of the In-
terstate System, which came from the
building of a second deck of the George
Washington Bridge, and similar ex-
penses. Can that tremendous expense
be compared with the normal cost of
road building, even in New Jersey? The
actual average cost per mile, therefore,
is really in the neighborhood of $4.,-
440,000. Thus, the statistics have been
distorted, even though the error may
have been honest.

In New Jersey, we do not believe we
can improve our Interstate System by
constructing any two-lane highways.
Pennsylvania estimates that 292 miles of
two-lane highways would be adequate.
On the other hand, New Jersey needs
200 miles of 6-lane roads or wider to
bring the Interstate System up to par.
Pennsylvania says it needs only 21 miles
at that width. Yet, 6-lane highways
cost $2,600,000 for each mile in New
Jersey.

Is it not obvious, Mr. President, why
our costs are higher; why we have to
build more roads? And, I emphasize
again, the State highway department
stands by its figures.

I hope that this discussion will help
demolish the ridiculous arguments that
high estimates from one State are false,
per se, and that because another State
has different problems, or pays less at-
tention to its survey, it must be right.

I believe that the needs estimates of
the States are accurate, on the whole,
Besides, if we adopt the spirit of the
House bill, there is ample protection
against misstatement or error. Any-
thing short of this principle will fail to
build an interstate network. -

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I
yield 3 minutes to the senior Senator
from New Jersey.

Mr, SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
President, I wish to commend my able
colleague for his fine presentation of
some of the facts concerning the much
maligned estimates submitted by my
State of New Jersey. But beyond the
question of whether the estimates are
accurate or inaccurate, lies the funda-
mental question of whether the inter-
state highway system shall be built and
whether the funds shall be apportioned
to the States upon the basis of their
costs of construction er some approxi-
mate fixed formula. That is what is
troubling those of us who reside in New
Jersey, as we consider the matter on the
basis of the committee report.
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As my colleague, the junior Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. CasEl, has pointed
out, no State can be hurt through the
adoption of the House method of ap-
portionment of the funds. If, as seems
probable, Pennsylvania erred through
underestimating its needs for the con-
struction of the interstate system in that
State, then such errors will be readily
apparent and can easily be rectified at
the end of the first 2 years of the pro-
gram when the Secretary of Commerce
prepares his estimates for apportion-
ment, based upon actual cost experience
during the first 2 years of operation un-
der the program. In the so-called Gore
version of the highway bill, the same
fixed formula will apply for the total
life of the program. States which do
not receive sufficient funds under the
Senate committee or so-called Gore
formula of apportionment will have no
opportunity to have their shortages
taken into account and alleviated. In-
stead, their allocations will be left as
they are. Such States will have no
means available to obtain sufficient funds
to build their share of the interstate
system. The converse is just as true;
States which, under the Gore formula,
receive more money than is necessary
to build their share of the interstate
highway system will have that money
apportioned to their account in the
Highway Trust Fund, They may trans-
fer up to 20 percent, on a 50-50 match-
ing basis, for their primary, secondary
and urban roads; but such transfers by
States with their share of the interstate
highway system already built, will not in
any way lead to the completion of the
integrated Interstate Highway System.
The States which will not receive suffi-
cient funds to cover their costs of con-
struction will have no subsequent revi-
sion of the apportionment upon which
to rely for the allocation of the necessary
funds.

I can not see any possible justification
for the apportionment of the funds for
this interstate highway system upon any
basis other than one which will take into
account the actual costs of construction
undertaken by the various States, and
which will provide for periodic revision of
apportionment upon the accumulation of
cost data from actual operations. That
is the important point.

Therefore, Mr. President, I join with
my junior colleague from New Jersey
[Mr. Casg]l in support of the amendment
proposed by the able Senator from Indi-
ana [Mr. CapEHART], which would substi-
tute the apportionment formula of the
House version of the bill, with the pro-
vision for periodic revision based upon
the actual construction costs of the var-
ious States, in place of the Senate com-
mittee or Gore provision.

Mr. President, for the benefit of my
colleagues, let me add that in my State
of New Jersey, in very large part our
highways constitute channels for travel
coming from other States. For instance,
the travel from New England comes
through New Jersey. Included in that
travel is that coming from the State of
New Hampshire. We are compelled to
enlarge our higchways from 2-lane to
4-lane to 6-lane and possibly to 8-lane
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roads, in order to take care of the needs
of the interstate highway system.

Mr, President, I believe the amendment
of the Senator from Indiana should be
adopted, in connection with the needs of
the traffic situation.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. BusH].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut is recognized for
3 minutes.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I wish to
support the amendment of the Senator
from Indiana. As I pointed out yes-
terday, the trouble with the Gore formu-
la is that it simply will not result in
construction of the Interstate System of
Highways. In fact, it will absolutely pre-
vent completion of the construction of
that system, which is the whole point of
this entire bill. The apportionment is
based on the same amount of money and
the same calculations as those of the
Fallon bill, namely, $25 billion.

What will the Gore formula do with
that money? It will over-allocate ap-
proximately $4,800,000,000, and it will
underallocate $4,800,000,000; and thus it
will miss the mark by $9,600,000,000,
which is almost 40 percent of the $25
billion.

I submit that we never can complete
the construction of this system of in-
terstate highways under that formula.
I submit that the only way by means of
which we shall ever complete construc-
tion of the Interstate System of hichways
will be to allocate the funds on the basis
of need.

In the table appearing on page 9101 of
yesterday's CoONGRESSIONAL RECORD, we
observe that a large number of the States
would be allocated more than 200 per-
cent of their estimated needs. In one
case, as we observe by studying the table,
one State would be allocated 202 percent
of its estimated needs; another State
would be allocated 220 percent; another
State would be allocated 315 percent; an-
other would be allocated 333 percent,
another would be allocated 220 percent,
another would be allocated 240 percent,
and another would be allocated 241 per-
cent of the estimated needs. Such an
arrangement would not result in the con-
struction of the needed roads, Mr. Presi-
dent, for the States would not receive
that money. Instead, the money would
go into the highway fund established
under the bill, and would remain there,
and such a procedure would simply de-
feat the entire purpose of the adminis-
tration and the entire purpose of the
mayors’ conference and the Clay Com-
mission and the Governors’ conference,
all of whom have said that this system
of interstate highways is a national
necessity.

8o, Mr. President, I strongly support
the Fallon bill, which is the only guar-
antee that we shall ever have a national
system of highways.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Connecticut
has expired.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President——

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, is
the Senator from Tennessee ready to
yield back the remainder of his time?
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Mr. GORE. 'There is one more speak-
er on our side.

Mr. CAPEHART. How much time re-
mains to the side of the Senator from
Tennessee?

Mr. GORE. Five minutes.

Mr. CAPEHART. We have 4 minutes
remaining, I believe.

Mr. President, I yield 3 minutes to the
able junior Senator from California [Mr.
KucHEL].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from California is recognized for
3 minutes.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, the
Senate is perplexed and confused. Some
of our colleagues are worried about what
will happen to their States. I do not
quarrel with that point of view. I am
sure the present Presiding Officer does
not, either. We also have the duty of
worrying about the United States as a
whole.

I suggest that the Senate committee
version of the highway bill does a dis-
service to the whole Nation, as well as a
disservice to many of the States.

Under the Senate committee formula,
we would be adopting a 40-year-old allo-
cation formula which is unrealistic. It
would rivet into the law for 13 years a
means of giving to some States more
money and giving to other States less
money than is necessary in order to build
within that period of time an Interstate
Highway System of 40,000 miles.

Representatives of the Federal Gov-
ernment, of the State governments, of
the city governments, and of the county
governments came before the Senate
Committee on Public Works and the
House Committee on Public Works; and
all of them asked for the House for-
mula—a formula on the basis of need
to build a nationwide highway system
within a specified period of time. No
representative of any of those public
agencies urged that the Senate commit-
tee’s version be adopted.

The House version of the bill will pro-
vide—as the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
CapEHART] has suggested in his amend-
ment—an apportionment on the basis of
needs. Of course, there are estimates
made and to be made; but they are only
estimates, nothing more and nothing
less. They merely serve as a general in-
dication to the Bureau of Public Roads
as to what the necessities in the case of
each of the 48 States may be.

Under the House version of the bill,
insofar as this item is concerned, and
in this respect the House version is the
same as the amendment of the Senator
from Indiana—the Bureau of Public
Roads will apportion only the amount of
money necessary to give 90 percent of
the cost of construction of the interstate
highway in each State, to that State—
no more and no less.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from California has
expired.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield
the remainder of my time on the amend-
ment to the distinguished Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. KERR].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oklahoma is recognized.

Mr. EERR. Mr. President, I think
the Members of the Senate wish to have
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clearly in mind the issue which is pre-
sented by the amendment of the Sena-
tor from Indiana. The distinguished
Senator from Connecticut has referred
to the provisions of the Senate commit-
tee’s version of the bill as the Gore
formula. Therein is the basic error of
the proponents of the amendment. The
Senate committee’s version of the allo-
cation now before us is not the Gore
formula. The bill as reported by the
Senate Committee on Public Works
allocates this money on the basis of exist-
ing law, on the basis of the law govern-
ing the allocation of Federal funds which
has been in effect for nearly 40 years,
as amended by Congress in 1954, at
which time the authorization for the
Interstate System was raised from $25
million a year to $175 million a year.
At that time Senators from the States
with larger populations took the position
that because so much of the Interstate
Highway System designated would be
serving their States, the allocation pre-
viously provided by the law was not en-
tirely equitable, and that a greafer
amount of the funds should be allocated
on the basis of population. Theretofore,
funds had been allocated one-third on
the basis of population, one-third on the
basis of area, and one-third on rural mail
route mileages. However, in 1954, fol-
lowing the efforts of Senators and Rep-
resentatives from the States with greater
populations, the formula was amended
so that half of the interstate funds were
allocated on the basis of population, and
the other half on the basis of the tra-
ditional formula.

Thus we find that under the bill as
reported by the Senate Public Works
Committee—not with the Gore formula,
but on the basis of existing law—two-
thirds of the interstate money would be
allocated to the States on the basis of
their population, only one-sixth on the
basis of area, and one-sixth on the basis
of rural mail route mileage.

The discussion about the establish-
ment of a basis for the new formula, as
proposed by the House, is not realistic.
When the Secretary of Commerce sub-
mitted to the Congress the so-called
table of needs in House Document No.
120, he had this to say, as appears from
page 1 of that document:

Basis oF NEEDS

The term “needs” likewise requires expla-
nation. It is a word widely used in recent
years to denote construction backlog.
Amounts clted as “needs” sometimes refer to
the cost of complete modernization as of a
given moment; sometimes they cover a con-
struction program atretch‘lng OvVer a period
of years,

Some estimates are based on the needs of
current traffic; others take future traffic fully
into account.

There are variations, too, in the specifica-
tions of deslgn standards, and there are dif-
ferences in their application—one study may
permit no deviations, while another will ac-
cept large deviations or tolerances.

Thus we see that there is a multiplicity
of bases for the estimates of needs as
provided by the States. The so-called
allocation by the House is merely a com-
pilation of such estimates. That is
found in the testimony of Mr. McCoy,
who is president of the Association.of
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State Highway Officials, in the hearings.
I read from page 161 of the hearings:

Section 13 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act
of 1954 requested the Secretary of Commerce
to prepare an estimate of need for the Na-
tion's 3,350,000 miles of roads, streets, and
highways. The State highway departments
cooperated with the Bureau of Public Roads
in this undertaking. Please bear in mind
that this is an estimate and not a proposed
program.

Yet, Senators tell us that it should be
the basis of a program, and that there
should be a revolutionary change in the
allocations now fixed by law.

The Director of the Bureau of Roads,
Mr. Curtiss, had this to say, concerning
the estimate, as appears from page 697
of the hearings:

We found—and by “we” I mean in the
Bureau—when we analyzed the estimates
submitted by the States, and I would like to
make that clear that these estimates are not
estimates of the Bureau of Public Roads.

Mr. President, this tabulation has
neither pride of ancestry nor hope of
posterity. It does not have the approval
of the Bureau of Public Roads. It does
does not have the sanction of the De-
partment of Commerce, It is printed as
a compilation of estimates, many of
which are on different bases. The com-
pilation was made by the American As-
sociation of Highway Officials. In his
testimony, Director Curtiss, of the Bu-
reau of Public Roads, specifically denied
any responsibility for it.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. KERR. 1 yield.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I have
before me a letter dated May 18, 1956,
from Commissioner C. D. Curtiss, of the
Bureau of Public Roads, in which he
says very specifically:

You will see that there 1s considerable
variation as would be expected due to dif-
ferences in specifications used In different
States, as well as differences in terrain, soil
types, local materials, wage rates, traffic
loads, and many other factors.

He continued:

As you know, the Bureau did not edit or
otherwise alter the individual State esti-
mates submitted.

Mr. KERR. The Senator is eminent-
ly correct. I have never seen a greater
or more specific effort by a public bureau
than that by the Bureau of Public Roads
to disclaim any responsibility for a doc-
ument, a formula, or a compilation. The
Bureau denies that it is in any way a
program or a recommended program.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. KERR. I yield.

Mr. GORE. Yet despite that fact, we
a.retnew asked to legislate on the basis
of it.

Mr. KERR. The Senator is emi-
nently correct.

The Senate version of the bill now
before us is based upon existing law.
The allocation is based on existing law,
which has grown out of 40 years’ ex-
perience. It was hammered out on the
anvil of hearings, debates, and legisla-
tion.

There is no place in the record hefore
either committee where the formula

Mr,
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proposed by the Senator from Indiana
was substantiated on the basis of uni-
form needs, as a presentation of the
needs for the Interstate System in the
various States. We are asked to make
a guess as a basis for a definite alloca-
tion.

No Senator could go home to his peo-
ple and tell them with certainty what his
State would receive out of this program
on any basis now before us except the
formula in the bill as reported by the
Public Works Committee. Therefore,
while we all realize that there may be
changes in the allocation formula as
the years go by, and while I am cer-
tain that experience will prove that some
States are getting more than they can
use, and others are getting less than
they need, we shall have time, on the
basis of experience, to change the for-
mula. But certainly we should not do
so on the basis of whim, caprice, or es-
timate, or without the basis of experi-
ence or established fact behind the tra-
ditional formula in our law, which has
been there, with only legislative changes,
for nearly 40 years.

I yield the floor.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, first,
I think the able Senator from Oklahoma
is mistaken about the formula in the
Senate version being the same as the
formula of the present law. The old
formula was based one-third upon popu-
lation, one-third upon area, and one-
third upon post roads mileage. The new
formula is based one-half upon popula-
tion, another one-sixth upon popula-
tion, one-sixth upon area, and one-
sixth upon miles of post roads.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CAPEHART. I shall be glad to
yield later. My time is limited.

Mr. EERR. I know the Senator does
not want the Recorp to show that he
has made an error.

Mr. CAPEHART. What we are doing
is trying to build 40,000 miles of roads.
We are not dealing in population. We
are building roads. We have asked each
State for X number of interstate miles
of roads within its State borders. Why
is it not just as realistic to start in
Pennsylvania, for example, on the basis
of its estimate that it could build the
roads for $811 million rather than un-
der the Gore formula, which would in-
crease the amount by $515 million?

‘Who is right and who is wrong? Who
knows whether it is $811 million or
$1,326,000,000? All I am trying to have
the Senate to do is to take the House
formula and to start from that point and
then to pay every State 90 percent of
what it actually costs; no more and no
less.

If Senators wish me to tell them what
I think about the bill, I will tell them.
I will tell the Senator from Okla-
homa. He talks about its being some-
thing—I do not know what he said, be-
cause I get lost in trying to follow him
when he uses those big words. I will
tell the Senator from Oklahoma what I
think about the bill. I think it is a lot of
pork barrel. I think many of the States
under the formula will get a great deal
more money than it will cost them to
build the Interstate System. They will
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take 20 percent, as the bill permits, and
put that money into their primary and
secondary roads. I believe the real pur-
pose behind the formula in the bill is to
provide some pork barrel money. That
is what I say, if anyone wants my opin-
ion of it.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield 1
minute on the bill to the senior Senator
from Oklahoma. Following that, I will
suggest the absence of a guorum and
ask that the Senate proceed to a vote on
the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Morske in the chair). The Senator has
1 minute remaining on the amendment.

Mr. GORE. Then I yield the 1 addi-
tional minute on the amendment to the
Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, the Sena-
tor from Indiana is right when he says
he gets lost. However, he does not get
lost when he is trying to follow the Sena-
tor from Oklahoma. He gets lost when
he refuses to follow the Senator from
Oklahoma.

He said I was talking about an alloca-
tion on the basis of population, and he
said I was in error. He said I said that
one-third of the money was allocated on
the basis of population, and he said that
is wrong. He said one-half of it is on the
basis of population, plus one-sixth on the
basis of population. I submit, Mr. Presi-
dent, that one-half and one-sixth is
equal to two-thirds. Therefore, the
Senator from Indiana has verified rather
than disputed what I have said. Under
the law, not under the Gore formula, the
money is allocated two-thirds on the
basis of population, one-sixth on the
basis of area, and one-sixth on rural
post road mileage. I thank the Senator
from Indiana for verifying what I have
said. I am regretful he did not know he
was doing it.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that I may suggest the
absence of a quorum and that the time
be not charged——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All
time for debate has expired. The re-
quest is not necessary.

Mr. GORE. I ask unanimous consent
that the time be not charged to the time
allowed for debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Al
time for debate has been consumed. It
is not necessary to make the request.

Mr. GORE. Then I ask unanimous
consent——

Mr. CAPEHART. Will the Senator
yield on that point? Could we have a
unanimous-consent agreement that
when a quorum is determined or the
quorum call called off we immediately
proceed to vote without further debate?

Mr. GORE. I was about to make that
unanimous consent request and to ex-
plain to Members of the Senate that
Senators will be called from their dinner
for the rollcall, and I believe it would
be an accommodation to everyone if we
have a unanimous-consent agreement
that immediately after a quorum has
been determined a vote be had on the
amendment.

Mr. CAPEHART. Without further
debate.

Mr. GORE. Yes.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. All
time for debate has expired. The ab-
sence of a quorum has been suggested,
and the Secretary will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the

following Senators answered to their
names:

Aiken Frear McNamara
Allott Fulbright Millikin
Anderson George Monroney
Barrett Goldwater Morse
Beall Gore Mundt
Bender Green Murray
Bennett Hayden Neuberger
Bible Hennings O’'Mahoney
Bricker Hill Pastore
Bridges Holland Payne
Bush Hruska Potter
Butler Humphrey Purtell
Byrd Jackson Robertson
Capehart Johnston, 8. C. Russell
Carlson Kennedy Saltonstall
Case, N. J. Kerr Scott

Case, S. Dak. Knowland Smathers
Chavez Kuchel Smith, Maine
Cotton Laird Smith, N. J.
Curtis Langer Stennis
Daniel Lehman Symington
Dirksen Magnuson Thye
Douglas Malone Watkins
Duff Mansfield Welker
Dworshak Martin, JTowa  Willlams
Eastland Martin, Pa. Wofford
Ellender MecCarthy Young
Ervin McClellan

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo=-
rum is present.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on my amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments offered by the Senator from In-
diana [Mr. CapexArRT] which are being
considered en bloc. On this question, the
yeas and nays have been ordered, and
the clerk will ecall the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll.

Mr. GEORGE. On this vote I have a
pair with the Senator from EKentucky
[Mr. CLemeNnTs]. If he were present and
voting, he would vote “yea.” If I were
permitted to vote, I would vote “nay.” I
withhold my vote.

Mr. SMATHERS. Iannounce that the
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. CLEMENTS],
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LowNgl,
and the Senator from Alabama [Mr.
SrarEMAN] are absent on official business.

The Senator from Texas [Mr. JoHN-
son], the Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
KEerauveEr], and the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. NEELY] are necessarily ab=
sent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
Kerauver], the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. Long], the Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. NeeLy], and the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. SpareMan] would each
vote “nay.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. Frax-
pERsS], the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
ScHOEPPEL], and the Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. WILEY] are absent on official
business.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN-
roorer] and the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. JENNER] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from New York [Mr.
Ives] is absent because of illness.

If present and voting, the Senator from
:Vermont [Mr, Franpers] would vote
‘nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. JENNER] is paired with the Senator
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from Kansas [Mr. ScuoEpPEL]. If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Indiana
would vote “yea,” and the Senator from
Kansas would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 27,
nays 55, as follows:

YEAS—27
Alken Capehart Magnuson
Barrett Case, N. J. McNamara
Beall Dirksen Potter
Bender Ellender Purtell
Bible Holland Robertson
Bricker Jackson Russell
Bush Kennedy Saltonstall
Butler Knowland Smathers
Byrd Kuchel Smith, N. J.

NAYS—55
Allott Green Morse
Anderson Hayden Mundt
Bennett Hennings Murray
Bridges Hin Neuberger
Carlson Hruska O’'Mahoney
Case, 8. Dak. Humphrey Pastore
Chavez Johnston, 8. C. Payne
Cotton EKerr Scott
Curtis Laird Smith, Maine
Daniel Langer Stennis
Douglas Lehman Symington
Duff Malone Thye
Dworshak Mansfield Watkins
Eastland Martin, Jowa  Welker
Ervin Martin, Pa. Williams
Frear McCarthy Wofford
Fulbright McClellan Young
Goldwater Millikin
Gore Monroney

NOT VOTING—I13

Clements Jenner Schoeppel
Flanders Johnson, Tex. Sparkman
George Eefauver Wiley
Hickenlooper Long
Ives Neely

So the amendments offered by Mr.
CarerART, for himself and Mr. JENNER,

rejected.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr, President, I
call up my amendment designated “5-
17-56-D.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Oregon desire that his
amendment be read in full?

Mr, NEUBERGER. No; merely by
title; and I ask unanimous consent that
the amendment may be printed at this
point in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment will be print-
ed in the RECORD.

The amendment offered by Mr. Neu-
BERGER was on page 11 after line 25, to
insert the following new section:

SEc. 108. (a) The Territory of Alaska shall
be entitled to share in funds herein or here-
after authorized for expenditure for projects
on the Federal-aid primary and secondary
highway systems, and extensions thereof
within urban areas, under the act entitled
“An act to provide that the United States
shall aid the States in the constructlon of
rural post roads, and for other purposes,"
approved July 11, 1916 (39 Stat. 355), and
acts amendatory thereof or supplementary
thereto, upon the same terms and conditions
as the several States and Hawall and Puerto
Rico, and the Territory shall be included in
the calculations to determine the basis of
apportionment of such funds, except that
one-half only of the area of Alaska shall be
used in the calculations to determine the
area factor in the apportionment of such
funds: Provided, That the Territory of
Alaska shall contribute funds each fiscal
year in an amount that shall be not less
than 10 percent of the Federal funds appor-
tioned to it for such fiscal year, such contri-
bution to be deposited in a special account
in the Federal Treasury for use in conjunc-
tion with the Federal funds apportioned to
the Territory. The system or systems of
roads on which Federal-ald apportionments
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to the Territory of Alaska are to be expended.

shall be determined and agreed upon by the
Governor of Alaska, the Territorial Highway
Hngineer of Alaska, and the Secretary of
Commerce, without regard to the limitations
contained in section 6 of the Federal Highway
Act (42 Stat. 212), as amended and supple-
mented. The Federal funds apportioned to
the Territory of Alaska and the funds con-
tributed by sald Territory in accordance here-
with may be expended by the Secretary of
Commerce either directly or in cooperation
with the Territorial Board of Road Com-
missioners of Alaska and may be so ex-
pended separately or in combination and
without regard to the matching provisions
of the Federal Highway Act; and both such
funds may be expended for the maintenance
of roads within the system or systems of
roads agreed upon under the same terms
and condltions as for the construction of
such roads.

(b) Effective 60 days after the approval of
this act, the functions, duties, and authority
pertaining to the construction, repair, and
maintenance of roads, tramways, ferries,
bridges, trafls, and other works in Alaska,
conferred upon the Department of the In-
terior and heretofore admdnistered by the
Secretary of the Interior under the Act of
June 30, 1932 (47 Stat. 446; 48 U. S. C,, sec.
3921a and the following), are hereby trans-
ferred to the Department of Commerce, and
thereafter shall be administered by the Sec-
retary of Commerce, or under his direction,
by such officer, or officers, as may be desig-
nated by him.

{c) There are hereby transferred to the
Department of Commerce, to be employed
and expended in connection with the func-
tions, duties, and authority transferred to
said Department by paragraph (a) hereof,
all personnel employed in connection with
any such functions, dutles, or authority, and
the unexpended balances of appropriations,
allocations, or other funds now available, or
that hereafter may be made available, for use
in connection with such functions, duties, or
authority; and the Department of the Interi-
or is directed to turn over to the Becretary of
Commerce all equipment, materials, sup-
plies, papers, maps, and documents, or other
property (real or personal, and including
office equipment and records) used or held
in connection with such functions, duties,
and authority.

(d) The Secretary of the Interlor and the
Secretary of Commerce shall take such steps
as may be necessary or appropriate to effect
the transfer from the Department of the
Interior to the Department of Commerce
of the functions, duties, and authority, and
the funds and property as herein provided
for.

(e) The Secretary of Commerce shall have
power, by order or regulations, to distribute
the duties and authority hereby transferred,
and appropriations pertaining thereto, as he
may deem proper to accomplish the econom-
ical and effective organization and admdinis-
tration thereof.

Renumber the succeeding sectlons.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How
much time does the Senator from Ore-
gon yield himself?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I yield myself 5
minutes.

The amendment would authorize the
extension of Federal-aid highways to the
Territory of Alaska on the same terms
and conditions as for the Territories of
Hawaii and Puerto Rico, insofar as the
expenditure per project on the Federal-
aid primary, secondary, and urban sys-
tems is concerned.

The people of the Territory of Alaska
have for many years sought the inclu-
sion of Alaska in the Federal-aid high-
way program, in order that a compre-
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hensive highway program might be de-
veloped and earried out there. The lack
of highway construction over the years
has substantially contributed to the slow
development of Alaska and has impaired
its ability to raise revenue to finance to
highway construction.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I yield.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Does the
Senator’s amendment use the entire area
of the Territory of Alaska as the basis
for determining apportionment?

Mr. NEUBERGER. My amendment
uses one-half of the total area of Alaska
rather than the entire area of the Ter-
ritory.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I do not
wish to take the Senator’s time to de-
bate that point at length, but I may
say that if the entire area of Alaska,
or even as much as one-half of it, is
used, it is my personal opinion that we
will undoubtedly weight the apportion-
ment of highway funds for the Fed-
eral, urban, and secondary systems on
the one-third population, one-third area,
and one-third mileage basis.

I think the proposal would be much
sounder if the Senator limited the area
to one-third of the Territory, since a
large part of the area of Alaska is not
inhabited at present, and much of it is
not susceptible to the building of roads.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I hope the Sena-
tor from South Dakota realizes, so far
as the formula is concerned, that Alaska
has so few roads that the road part of
the formula is reduced very substantially.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I realize
that. I am sympathetic to the idea of
getting a road-building program in
Alaska on a standard basis, so to speak.
The general idea of putting it under the
Department of Commerce or Bureau of
Public Roads has much to commend it,
rather than be dependent upon chance
appropriations from year to year
through the Department of the Interior.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I should like to
say this to the Senator: After we had
talked on the floor yesterday—and we
have talked several times in the Com-
mittee on Public Works—about the
problem of Alaska, I did some figuring
and had some statistics obtained from
the Bureau of Public Roads. I find that
if we were to reduce the area from 50
percent, as it is in my amendment, to
40 percent, that would reduce very sub-
stantially the amount of Federal funds
which would be received by Alaska. It
would make a difference of about $42
million over the 10-year period.

Let me ask the Senator from South
Dakota how he would feel about reduc-
ing the percentage to 40. Ican show him
a table which indicates how much this
would diminish the Federal aid funds
which Alaska would receive over the 10-
year period, if the area factor were
reduced from 50 to 40 percent.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I recall
that when we were discussing statehood
for Alaska one of the suggestions made
had to do with the division of the Terri-
tory, because the area north of the Yu-
kon is only very sparsely inhabited, aside
from the city of Nome. That area, since
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there is no road construction proposed,
should hardly be counted for the pur-
poses of road building. I do not know,
specifically, enough about the actual
territorial area of the portions of Alaska
where it would be desired to build roads
to enable me to weigh or evaluate it. I
think, however, that if we were to start
out on the basis of considering one-third
of the area of Alaska, that would not be
a bad start, considering that at the
present time Alaska is entirely on a
hand-out basis.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 5
minutes of the Senator from Oregon
have expired.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I yield myself 5
additional minutes.

Let me say to the Senator from South
Dakota, because I know he shares my in-
terest in this question that if we used the
40-percent factor, so far as area is con-
cerned, for the inclusion of Alaska——

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania, Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. NEUBERGER. Let me complete
this comment first. It would mean that
in the fiscal year 1958 Alaska would re-
ceive, in Federal aid funds, $13,390,000.
That would gradually increase to the
sum of $18,300,000 in 1969.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Isa cer-
tain population growth rate being pro-
jected, when that is done?

Mr. NEUBERGER. Yes. That is esti-
mating a certain population growth rate.
With the roads available and with the
40-percent factor, the figure goes from
$13 million in 1958 to $18 million in 1969.
That does not seem to me to be a very
great Federal contribution to a Territory
which is so vast as Alaska, where road
building is very expensive, where there
exist high mountain ranges, steep ter-
rain, terrific ice conditions, and perma-
frost, which require expensive roadbed
construction.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I recog-
nize that, but I have in my hand figures
which some of the States will receive for
primary, secondary, urban, and even in-
terstate highways, added all together.
Under the law, for example, the State of
Alabama will get $17.7 million; Arizona
will receive $10.6 million; Arkansas, $13
million: California, $47 million; Colo=
rado, $13 million; Connecticut, $8 mil-
lion; Delaware, $4 million; Florida, $14
million; Georgia, $20 million; Idaho,
$8.6 million; Iowa, $18 million; Kansas,
$17 million; Kentucky, $15 million;
Louisiana, $13 million.

I could go down the list.

I am fearful that if there were provided
for Alaska more Federal aid money for
highway construction than for such well-
established States as those I have men=-
tioned, we would run into trouble.

Mr, NEUBERGER. I point out to the
Senator that not only is Alaska probably
the most expensive area under the Amer-
ican flag in which to construct roads, but
that also it is one-fifth the size of the
entire United States.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I recog-
nize that is true.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Alaska will never
have a road program unless it obtains
some funds. Today there are only 3,700
miles of highway in Alaska. Only 800
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miles of those highways are paved. That
compares with 3,842 miles of road in the
State of Delaware, and Delaware is an
infinitesimal spot compared to the vast
area of Alaska. It seems to me that ex-
penditures of from $13 million in 1958 to
$18 million in 1969 for road building are
not exorbitant annual sums for an area
for which we have responsibility, which
has great national defense needs, and
which is only 50 or 60 miles from the
domain of the Soviet Union.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I recog-
nize the fact that the very able Senator
from Oregon ordinarily does not care
to make a comparison in relationship to
his own State, but for the purposes of
illustration, Oregon, under the present
law, receives $12.9 million. Tennessee
receives $18.4. I think that, as a prac-
tical matter, to get started in Alaska, it
would be the better part of discretion
to start on a more modest basis.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I may say to the
Senator from South Dakota that my
main interest today in this debate is to
secure inclusion in the bill of the recog-
nition that Alaska should qualify for
Federal aid, just as does Hawaii, Puerto
Rico, and the 48 States. I have sug-
gested 50 percent. The Senator from
South Dakota has suggested 3315 per-
cent. Would the Senator from South
Dakota consider 40 percent to be a rea-
sonable compromise?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I think
one-third would be better. The Sena-
tor has mentioned the Territory of Ha-
waii, That Territory gets $3.2 million
Federal aid. I think if we attempted to
start road construction in Alaska by pro-
viding a sum of from $13 million on up
to $18 million, the Senator would be in-
viting much trouble.

Mr. NEUBERGER. My main interest
is to establish the principle that Alaska
should not be further discriminated
against. My own personal opinion is
that the 50-percent or the 40-percent
factor is not unreasonable. However, I
believe it is so important and so essential
for us to recognize that Alaska does merit
inclusion, that I shall ask that the area
factor in my amendment be modified to
one-third, or 3315 percent.

Mr. President, I wish to modify the
amendment which I have submitted.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I believe
the Senator desires to change the lan-
guage on page 2, lines 5 and 6, so that
the word “one-half” will be changed to
“one-third."”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr, President, on
page 2, lines 5 and 6 of my amendment,
I wish to modify my amendment so that
the phrase will read “except that one-
third only of the area of Alaska shall be
used in the calculations.”

Does the clerk have that?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator yield himself additional
time?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I yield myself 5
additional minutes.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Presi-
dent, I think that is a good modification.
I think, at the same time, the Senator is
to be commended for proposing that
Alaska be put on a regular basis for high-
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way development. Mr own feeling is
that over the course of years our invest-
ment in Alaska will repay the Nation
manyfold.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I thank the Sena-
tor from South Dakota for his interest.
I feel certain that in the case of Alaska
we have established today a principle
which will help that great area to de-
velop economically and to improve our
national defense situation.

Mr. President, I believe that the Sena-
tor from Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON]
desires to speak briefly at this time, I
yield 2 minutes to him.

The PRESIDING OFMCER (Mr.
BierLe in the chair). The Senator from
‘Washington is recognized for 2 minutes.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, dur-
ing the debate I suppose a considerable
amount of material has been submitted
for the REcorp by the Senator from Ore-
gon [Mr. NEUBERGER] and other Senators,
in connection with their presentations as
to the real need for the amendment.
However, in case all the figures have not
been placed in the REecorp, I now ask
unanimous consent to have printed at
this point in the body of the Rrzcorp a
statement or memorandum regarding the
amendment.

There being no objection, the memo-
randum was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

MEMORANDUM oON Arasxa Roaps
HISTORY

Uniquely among the States and other
Territories, Alaska is not and never has been
included in the Federal-aid highway systems.

There are three principal road agencies in
Alaska. The most important is the Alaska
Road Commission, an operating agency of the
Department of the Interior. It constructs
and maintains roads on the public domain
through direct congressional appropriations
made to the Department of the Interior;
these appropriations are segregated as to con-
struction and maintenance. There was no
segregation as to the two functions until
1951. The Bureau of Public Roads is respon-
sible for forest highways in the two national
forests of Alaska, comprising about 5 percent
of the total land area. Then there is the Ter-
ritorial highway department. As a matter of
operating expedlency, the Alaska Road Com-~
mission or the Bureau of Public Roads pro-
vides construction or maintenance services
for the Territorial highway department on a
reimbursable basis. The Territory of Alaska
is not required to provide matching funds
either for construction or maintenance by
any fixed formula. It makes voluntary con-
tributions. The Alaska Road Commission
came into existence 51 years ago. Until about
1930 it was under the jurisdiction of the War
Department.

Direct congressional appropriations to the
Alaska Road Commission totaled in the years
from 1913 through 1841 only $18,197,389. In
addition during that period the Alaska Road
Commission performed work for the National
Park Service in the amount of $1,517,5683.07.
Additionally the Alaska Road Commission
expended something over $4 million in ap-
propriated funds derived by imposition of
license taxes on Alaska businesses collected
by United States clerks of the court and de-
posited in the United States Treasury. Now
Alaskans are permitted through their own
legislature to collect their own taxes and to
appropriate highway funds more directly.

For many years there was a congressional
limitation on forest highway allocations to
Alaska. The Territory was denied its right-
ful share of such appropriations. That pro-
hibition since has been removed.
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During World War II years, appropriations
remained at what might be termed a subsist-
ence level. Indeed, in the fiscal years 18942,
1943, and 1944 they sank even beneath that
point. In the 1944 fiscal year the total ap-
propriation to the Alaska Road Commission
for construction and maintenance amounted
to only $500,000.

In the postwar period increasing attention
was paid to Alaska's transportation system
both in respect to highways and to the Alaska
Rallroad, which is owned by the Federal Gov-
ernment. There is substantial proof that this
was not done to put the rallroad in better
shape and to improve and extend the highway
system in recognition of expanding civillan
development and increased civillan popula=
tion. 'The really big program which was
launched was undertaken at the insistence of
the Department of Defense that Alaska's
transportation system would have to be im-
proved to meet military requirements.

In recognition of this need the Congress
appropriated in the neighborhood of §80 mil-
lion for reconstruction of the Alaska Rallroad.

Likewise, the highway work which was un-
dertaken brought about black-topping for
the first time of many principal highways
(this work is continuing) but included com=-
paratively little new road building.

This program was launched in the fiscal
year 1948. In the previous year the Alaska
Road Commission appropriation had been
just under $4 million. In the following year
the figure was over $1 million and went up
to over $2714; million in 1951. Construction
appropriations for the fiscal years from 1949
through 1954 for the Alaska Road Commis-
sion totaled over $116 million.

Thereafter with military necessities largely
satisfied, the appropriations plummeted. In
the fiscal year 1955 the comnstruction item
amounted to only $8 million; in the follow-
ing year it went down to $6,300,000; and for
the 1957 fiscal year only $7,800,000 has been
requested.

SIGNIFICANCE

Highway widening, black-topping, and
other improvements have naturally been of
great assistance to the development of the
civilian economy, including tourism, in the
regions traversed by the highways. It isim-
portant to note, however, that actually even
with this comparatively huge expenditure
there have been few additions to the total
road mileage. And only the public domaln
has benefitted. With the exception of one
speclal-purpose appropriation, southeastern
Alaska, the geographical boundaries of which
are almost synonymous with Tongass Na-
tional Forest, has continued on a starvation
diet with respect to road money.

This hit and miss policy has had evil
consequences not only for the Territory of
Alaska but for the Nation, The valley and
peak appropriation history for public
domain roads, with the peak being visible
for only a few years and then only to satisfy
national defense needs, leaves Alaska in 1956
with only 3,700 miles of public domain high-
way of which 800 are paved. This is an
area one-fifth as big as the United States.
Alaska's area covers 586,000 sgquare miles.
Nevada, 110,640 square miles in extent, has
25,545 miles of rural roads. Delaware's 2,067
square miles have 3,842 miles of rural roads.

Had the Federal-aid laws been extended to
Alaska at the time of their inception, it fol-
lows that the Territory now would have a
comparable road system, that there would
not have been the need for such heavy ex-
penditures in the postwar years, and that the
development of Alaska with a functioning
highway system would long since have
brought about a larger population.

In the national forests, over 35,000 square
miles in area, there are only about 300 miles
of roads.

Aside from the larger sums which would
be available for roadbullding were Alaska
under the national system, there would be
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another great advantage. Roadbulilding
could proceed under & planned program.
No such planning is possible now because
of the ups and downs, chiefly downs, of the
annual Interior Department appropriations.
For example, the budgetary request for the
1957 fiscal year calls for only $500,000 for new
road construction. This Is the second year
for which no appropriation request has been
made for a highway already started to con-
nect Cordova with the Richardson Highway.
BECOMMENDATIONS

The time has come to place Alaska under
the Federal-aid highway system.

We recognize the fact that despite our just
entitlements there may be some concern
over admission of Alaska to the system im-
mediately on a basis of full equality because
of the very considerable sums which Alaska
would receive on account of its public-
domain area. Likewise, we recognize the fact
that because the Federal Government has
failed to give Alaska autonomy in ever so
many fields a fiscal problem would confront
the Territorial legislature if it were required
to appropriate the considerably increased
funds which would be necessary for carrying
on maintenance and providing matching
construction funds.

The amendment proposed by Senator
Neuberger would allow intermingling of
Federal funds for construction or mainte-
nance, and in return for this concession
Alaska would receive only half the amount
which otherwlse would come to it by rea-
son of its public-domain area. This formula
provides that the Territorial government
would contribute to the highway fund 10
percent of the amount apportioned each year
from the Federal Government. It would
permit a real roadbullding program to be
launched in Alaska and perhaps, just as im-
portant, would permit roadbullding for the
first time to be carried on by means of a
planned program.

Mr, MAGNUSON. Mr. President, of
course I desire to associate myself with
everything the Senator from Oregon has
said about the amendment.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will my
colleague yield 2 minutes to me?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I yield 2 minutes
to the senior Senator from Oregon [Mr,
MORSE. ]

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oregon is recognized for
2 minutes.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to
associate myself with the remarks of my
able colleague. I think the amendment
is a very sound one. Certainly we have
an increasing obligation to the Territory
of Alaska.

It is very important, not only for the
economy of Alaska, but also for the eco-
nomic interests of the mainland, that
this amendment be adopted. It is a
most equitable amendment, and I
strongly urge its adoption.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Tennessee desire to speak
in opposition to the amendment?

Mr. GORE. Yes.

Mr. President, I yield myself 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Tennessee is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Tennessee yield to me?

Mr. GORE. I yield.

Mr. KERR. I should like to ask the
sponsors of the amendment to amend it
or modify it so that the allocation for
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Alaska, In reference to its area, will not
exceed that of any State of the Union.
In the modified amendment the Sena-
tor from Oregon has provided that—
The Territory of Alaska shall be included in
the calculations to determine the basis of
apportionment of such funds, except that
one-third only of the area of Alaska shall be
used in the calculations to determine the
area factor in the apportionment of such
funds. ‘

I have just read the modified portion
of the Senator’'s amendment.

I wish to ask the Senator from Oregon
what the area of Alaska is.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I think it is ap-
proximately 586,000 square miles. If is
about twice the area of Texas, if I am
not mistaken.

Mr. KERR. I should like to have the
REecorp show the accurate figure. I be=-
lieve the area of Alaska is twice the area
of Texas.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I believe the area
of Alaska is approximately 586,000
square miles. Let me say that I do not
have a World Almanac before me.

Yes, Mr. President; I find that my
memory is correct, and that the area of
Alaska is 586,000 square miles.

Mr. EERR. What is the area of
Texas?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I am notas much
of an expert on Texas as I am on Alaska;
but I think the area of Texas is approxi-
mately 250,000 square miles, if I am not
mistaken.

Mr. KERR. I think the area of Texas
is approximately two hundred and sixty-
odd thousand square miles. So the area
of Alaska is more than twice that of the
largest State in the Union.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Under my amend-
ment, as now modified, only one-third
of the area of Alaska will be used in the
calculations.

Mr. EERR. But that would still leave
Alaska with an area factor larger than
that of any State of the Union, other
than Texas. Ido not believe that Alaska
needs that much.

I am much in favor of the spirit of the
Senator's amendment. However, in
view of the extraordinary size of Alaska,
I should think, unless the Senator from
Oregon would accept a modification or
amendment of his amendment, so that
the allocation to Alaska on the basis of
area would not exceed that to the aver-
age State of the Union, that his amend=-
ment would be subject to serious doubt.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, let
me say to the distinguished Senator from
Oklahoma that already one part of the
formula is very small with respeet to
Alaska, and that is in the case of its miles
of rural post roads. Furthermore, the
population of Alaska is not large.

Mr. KERR. Would the Senator from
Oregon accept the figure of 100,000
square miles for the area factor for
Alaska?

Mr. NEUBERGER. We now have the
figure at approximately 180,000 square
miles. We must remember that Alaska
has been receiving certain direct appro-
priations from the Interior Department,
under the Interior Department bill with
respect to road building. Occasionally
such funds for Alaska are as large as $20
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million, when the military needs in that
area are urgent. At other times, such
funds for Alaska virtually disappear, de-
creasing to less than $1 million. In
other words, the funds for Alaska are
made available on a hit-or-miss basis;
and Alaska cannot count on any par-
ticular amount of funds. However, in
view of the tremendous area of Alaska
and the mountainous terrain and the
permafrost conditions in the ground, I
do not believe an area factor of 100,000
square miles would be sufficient for Alas-
ka, for purposes of road building.

Mr. KERR. But does not the Senator
from Oregon realize that nine-tenths of
Alaska cannot have roads built on it?

Mr. NEUBERGER. But in Alaska
there are widely separated areas of de-
velopment which must be linked if Alaska
is to amount to anything.

Mr. KERR. Buf all those areas are
along the coast, are they not?

Mr. NEUBERGER. Of course, there
are also communities in the interior—
such as Fairbanks—and also communi-
ties on the more remote portions of the
coast—such as Nome. They are much
farther to the north. In such areas, road
building is extremely expensive and diffi-
cult.

Let me state what the Federal contri-
bution to Alaska would be if we used for
calculation purposes one-third of the
area of Alaska, the Federal contribu-
tion in 1958 would be $11,456,000.

Mr. EERR. For what?

Mr, NEUBERGER. For the Federal
funds for Alaska for primary, secondary,
and urban roads. That would be the
total contribution in the fiscal year 1958.
That amount would increase in 1969 to
$15.657,000.

When we consider the immense area
of Alaska and the difficulty and expense
of road construction there, I cannot be-
lieve that a Federal contribution, begin-
ning with $11,456,000 in 1958, and in-
creasing to $15,657,000 in 1969, would
be exorbitant.

Mr. KERR. Would those funds not be
in addition to the funds Alaska now re-
ceives through the Interior Department?

Mr. NEUBERGER. No; it is my pre-
sumption that with the inclusion of
Alaska in the Federal-aid program,
Alaska’s direct appropriations for road
building, under the Interior Department
budget, would cease.

Mr. KERR. But the Senator from
Oregon does not have in the amendment
any provision to bring that about, nor
has any such provision been sought.
Alaska would still receive its allocation
for forest roads, forest trails, and so
forth.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I would be per-
fectly willing to include in the amend-
ment an additional sentence, if the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma desired it, namely,
that these Federal-aid funds——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Tennessee has
expired.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield
myself an additional 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Tennessee is recognized
for 5 additional minutes.
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Mr. GORE. Mr. President, Iyield fur-
ther to the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I would
not wish to have any of the funds now
going to Alaska transferred from
Alaska—for the reason that the funds
now going to Alaska are in connection
with publie lands, the public domain, and
forests. There are wvast forests in
Alaska; and in the future, as well as in
the past, Alaska will have need for such
funds.

Mr., NEUBERGER. But these funds
will supplant those. Furthermore, we
wish to have the funds for Alaska placed
on a regular basis.

Mr. EERR. Even if Alaska receives
less money?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I think it would
be better to have Alaska receive less
money, rather than be subjected to a
fluctuating program, under which in 1
year there would be a large amount of
funds for roadbuilding, because of a mili-
tary emergency, and in a subsequent
year, after the emergency subsided, such
funds for Alaska would virtually vanish.

Mr. KEERR. Mr. President, I withdraw
my proposed amendment to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Oregon.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oregon yield to me?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, T am
anxious that Alaska shall have more
generous support in connection with
roadbuilding funds than she has had
heretofore.

Does the Senator from Oregon know
what part the public land factor will play
in the road allotment for Alaska if the
amendment of the Senator from Oregon
is adopted? He knows, of course, that
when there are large acreages of public
lands in any of the States, they receive
special consideration by reason of that
fact.

Mr. NEUBERGER. The amendment
which I have proposed provides that, be-
cause of the special situation in Alaska,
the Territory—or the State, as the case
may be—would put up only 10 percent
matching funds. It has been my pre-
sumption in offering this amendment
that this would be the total amount
Alaska would receive for roadbuilding in
any 1 year. The allocation would be gov-
erned by Alaska's population, and by its
rural post road mileage, under the for-
mula outlined by the able Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. Kerr] when he was dis-
cussing the Capehart amendment. Yet
only one-third of Alaska's area would be
involved, under the terms of my amend-
ment as modified.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. The point I am try-
ing to bring out is this: There are two
special considerations given to States
with large acreages of public lands. One
is a special fizuring down of the State’s
proportion of the payment by reason of
the fact that the Federal Government
owns a large part of its area.

The second is a special provision which
was discussed a few minute ago, relative
to the granting of $2 million a year to
public land States for the construction
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of public highways which extend across
the public lands. As I understand, the
States with large acreages of public lands
have two special considerations which
have been traditionally accorded to them
for years.

How does that factor relate to the
added recognition which the Senator—
very properly, as I see it—is trying to
give to the Territory of Alaska for addi-
tional highway construction?

Mr. NEUBERGER. It has been my
presumption, in offering this amend-
ment, that Alaska would continue to get
its forest highway funds, for roads in the
national forests, but that the direct De-
partment of the Interior Appropriations
which have been made in the past for
road construection in Alaska, with great
fluctuations, would cease. The same sit-
uation, with respect to forest road funds,
obtains in our Western States. For ex-
ample, the States of Washington and
Oregon receive forest roads funds in
addition to Federal aid for their pri-
mary, secondary, and urban systems.

Mr. HOLLAND. Of course, the Sen-
ator is correct with reference to the
national forest acreage. However, the
public lands acreage which is in the
custody of the Interior Department re-
sults in giving to certain States special
consideration under two different classi-
fications, as I recall.

I wonder if the distinguished Senator
is giving to Alaska the consideration
which should arise from the fact that a
very large part of its total acreage is
neither privately owned nor in national
forests, but consists of public lands
which are under the jurisdiction of the
Department of the Interior.

Mr. NEUBERGER. It is obvious that
Alaska presents a very special situation.
I think 99 percent, or a little more, of
the area of Alaska is held by the Federal
Government.

Mr. HOLLAND. Ninety-seven percent.

Mr. NEUBERGER. We will not quar-
rel over the difference. A very large
percentage of Alaska is held by the Fed-
eral Government.

It has been my understanding, in
discussions with the staff of the Pub-
lic Works Committee and the Delegate
from Alaska, who is in the Chamber at
this moment, that this amendment, to
put Alaska under the Federal aid pro-
gram for highway building, would su-
persede any direct appropriations
which have been made in the Interior
Department budget or any other budget,
for road building in Alaska, with the ex-
ception of the forest road program, for
roads in the national forests. This is a
separate program, as the distinguished
Senator from Florida knows.

Mr. HOLLAND. Does the Senator
speak of forest higchways, or of forest
roads for the purpose of developing and
getting out the products of the forests?
There are two separate classifications.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I realize that
there are two separate classifications. I
refer to both of them. I think both
would be outside the Federal-aid pro-
gram, just as both of them are outside
the Federal-aid program in Oregon,
Washington, Idaho, and other Western
States.
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Mr, CHAVEZ.
Senator yield?

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I
yield myself 5 more minutes, and I yield
to the Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I am
most sympathetic toward the proposal
of the Senator from Oregon. I think I
know Alaska. But we cannot approach
the solution of the problem in Alaska
as we would approach the problem in
the Senator’s State, or any other State.

In the first place, there are geographi-
cal difficulties. We can build a little
road around Ketchikan, but we cannot
go from Ketchikan to Juneau. We can
build a road around Juneau, for 14, 20,
or 30 miles. but we cannot continue that
road over to Anchorage. The only place
where we actually have a real system of
highways is from Anchorage to Fair-
banks, and then on the Alcan Road over
to Missolula, Mont. That is the diffi-
culty involved in approaching the prob-
lem of roads in Alaska. In the first
place, 99 percent of the area is public
domain.

Mr. NEUBERGER. That is what I
stated earlier, in the discussion with the
distinguished Senator from Florida.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Notwithstanding the
fact that 99 percent of the area is pub-
lic domain, there is not an available mile
in the 99 percent. There is mnothing
there to which to build a road. So the
roads must be isolated and sectionalized.

Mr. NEUBERGER. The distinguished
Senator is familiar with Alaska, as I am.

It is my understanding that a vast
road system has been built in the Soviet
Union, in Siberia, across the Bering
Strait, and in the same latitude as
Alaska, in the same geographical situa-
tion as Alaska, with the same difficulties
Alaska faces. Many roads have been
built in the Scandinavian countries,
which are in the same latitude as Alaska,
and have the same type of coastline,
and similar difficulties. But we are not
going to have a road system in Alaska
so long as Alaska does not share in the
Federal-aid system.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I want it to share in
the Federal-aid system, but I want to
approach the problem from the stand-
point of the situation in Alaska, and not
from the standpoint of the situation with
respect to general roadbuilding in the
United States. The situation is entirely
different. The geography is different.
The profile is different. The territory
is different. So we must approach the
problem from the standpoint of the
needs of Alaska. Alaska does need
roads. We ought to be concerned about
the need for roads.

However, I do not believe that the pro-
posed transfer would solve the problem.,
I wish we could treat Alaska in a sepa-
rate manner, as a separate problem, in-
stead of in a general road bill.

Mr. NEUBERGER. It seems to me
that, if we can include Hawaii and Puerto
Rico and if we can levy new taxes on the
geople of Alaska under title II of the

Mr. CHAVEZ, I will go further than
does the Senator. I am for statehood
for Alaska.

Mr. President, will the
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Mr. NEUBERGER. That is not fur-
ther than I go. I favor statehood for
Alaska, too.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I would include not
only Hawaii and Puerto Rico but also
Alaska,

I am sympathetic toward the problem.
If the chairman of the subcommittee is
willing to take the modified amendment
to conference, I shall be glad to accept it.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I thank the dis-
tinguished chairman of the committee,
and I wish to compliment him on his
vast knowledge of Alaska, where I was
stationed during the war.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I thank the Senator.
I am willing to accept the amendment as
modified.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield 1
minute to myself.

The committee considered the question
of Alaska. The committee was con-
vinced that Alaska needed and deserved
more road development than she has. It
was the very difficulty about which the
distinguished chairman of the committee
has been speaking, namely, the imprac-
ticability of applying to Alaska a for-
mula which suits the 48 States, that got
us into trouble. However, inasmuch as
the Senator from Oregon has modified
his amendment, and with the under-
standing that the committee members
are not committed to the exact terms of
the amendment in conference, I am wil-
ling to accept the amendment, as modi-
fied, and take it to conference in the hope
that we can arrive at something bene-
ficial to the Territory of Alaska.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield 3 minutes to me?

Mr. GORE. 1 yield 3 minutes to the
Senator from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. The printed record of
the hearings, on page 841, shows the ap-
plication of the special rule to States
which have large acreages of public
lands. Taking the States alphabetically,
the first State in the list is Arizona. In
Arizona the percentage of the cost con-
tributed by the Federal Government to
primary-aid and secondary-aid projects,
instead of being 50 percent, as in the nor-
mal State, would be 71.95 percent. The
reason for that is that 43.9 percent of
the lands in Arizona belong to the Fed-
eral Government. Half of that 43.9 per-
cent, or 21.95 percent, is added to the
50 percent to make 71.95 percent.

In addition to that, as the distin-
guished Senator from Tennessee well
knows, and as the distinguished Senator
from Oregon also well knows, additional
special consideration is given to States
which have large blocks of public acre-
age, by the provisions discussed a few
minutes ago, under which $2 million a
year is permitted for the construction of
trunk routes through those public lands.

My understanding is—and if I am not
correct in my understanding, I should
like to be corrected—that the amendment
offered by the Senator from Oregon in
effect replaces both of those provisions
by the amendment which is suggested,
under which the territory of Alaska
would make up about 10 percent of the
total cost of Federal-aid projects, not-
withstanding the fact that about 95 per-
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cent of the area in Alaska is federally
owned land.

Mr. NEUBERGER. That is absolutely
correct. That is the way we have tried to
meet this special and unique situation
in Alaska.

Mr. HOLLAND. That proposal is a
substitute, although it is a less generous
one than the two provisions which I have
quoted as applicable to States. Is that
correct?

Mr. NEUBERGER. That is correct.
That is the way we have attempted to
solve the long injustice with respect to
Alaska,

Mr, HOLLAND. I thank the Senator
from Oregon.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I thank the Sena-
tor from Florida.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Tennessee yield back the
remainder of his time?

Mr. GORE. I yield back the remainder
of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Oregon yield back the re-
mainder of his time?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I do. I first wish
to thank the Senator from Tennessee and
the Senator from New Mexico for their
cooperation in this vital question con-
fronting the great Territory of Alaska.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All
time for debate has expired. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
offered by the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. NEUBERGER].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment ‘5-28-56-J.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
Namara in the chair). The amendment
will be stated.

The LecistATIVE CLERK. On page 49,
after the period in line 5, it is proposed
to insert the following:

SBuch agreements shall also contain a clause
providing that the State will not permit
automotive service stations or other com-
mercial establishments for serving motor
vehicle users to be constructed or located
on the rights-of-way of the Interstate
Bystem.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I yield
myself 4 minutes.

In the House bill, at page 27 of the
bill, a provision was inserted by the
House, which reads as follows:

Buch agreements shall also contain provi-
sions to insure that the user of the Inter-
state System will receive the benefits of free
competition in purchasing supplies and
services at or adjacent to highways in such
System, and such agreements shall also
contain & clause providing that the State
will not permit automotive service stations
or other commercial establishments for serv-
ing motor vehicle users to be constructed
or located on the right-of-way of the Inter-
state System.

The purpose of the provision was to
prevent the granting of monopolies along
the highways, particularly with respect
to oil companies and restaurants, to the
exclusion of everyone else.

Buch a provision is not contained in
the Senate bill. I am offering only half
of what is contained in the House bill
in that regard. I am offering that part
of it which provides that no agreements



9208

shall contain a clause permitting com- -

mercial establishments within the limits
of the highway. There are two reasons
for that, and I can recite each reason
within 10 seconds,

The first one is that if they are not
on the highway, they will be built on
private property, and it is rather obvious
that even though the State will con-
trol the ingress and egress, it will not
be possible to grant monopolies.

The other reason is that it is highly
imperative, in the opinion of many
members of the committee, that in the
Senate bill the wording should be dif-
ferent from the House bill, so as to en-
able the committee on conference—
there being a difference—to review the
whole matter and to try to effectuate the
intent in the best possible way.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. COTTON. 1 yield.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I wish to join the
Senator in his amendment. Many peo-
ple in the West—and I suppose the same
is true of people in other parts of the
country, particularly motel owners—do
not want to be deprived of opportuni-
ties by a bill which would allow some
-kind of monopoly on a Federal higchway
system or on Federal land. It is a very
good amendment, and I wish to join the
Senator in support of it.

Mr. COTTON. I thank the Senator.
It is my understanding that the Sena-
tor from Tennessee is agreeable to ac-
cepting the amendment.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. COTTON. I yield.

Mr. GORE. I have listened to the ar-
gument of the able Senator from New
Hampshire, and I have also talked with
him about it. I have also discussed the
matter with the distinguished senior
Senator from Washington [Mr, Mac-
nusoN] and with other Senators. I am
not authorized by the committee to act
in the matter, but I am convinced that
the amendment should be adopted. It
serves a good purpose and it is well
drawn. I will take the responsibility of
accepting it.

Mr. COTTON. I thank the Senator.
If the Senate will adopt the amendment,
;tshall have nothing further to say about
1T.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do the
Senators yield back the remainder of
the time?

Mr. GORE. 1 yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. COTTON. 1 do, also.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
for debate has expired. The question
is on agreeing to the amendment offered
by the Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. CorTon] to the committee amend-
ment.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed fo.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that on page 45, line
4, the figure “1956” be changed to “1957";
and that on page 45, line 5, the figure
“1961” be changed to “1962".

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BENDER obtained the floor.
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Mr. BENDER. Mr. President, I yield
to the Senator from Washington.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
have two amendments at the desk, but
I shall not press them because the sub-
ject of the amendments has been prac-
tically resolved and voted on. However,
I wish to take 5 minutes to ask the dis-
tinguished Senator from Tennessee a
few questions for the benefit of the Rec-
orp. It is a matter which is of extreme
importance to us on the Pacific coast.
It is important also to the State of
Nevada and to the State of California.

As I understand, the Federal Govern-
ment has never participated in aiding
the construction of so-called toll bridges
and toll roads and toll tunnels, Is that
correct?

Mr. GORE. I believe that is correct.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Therefore, the
construction of a specific piece of road
which would require a toll tunnel
through the mountains, such as the Cas-
cade or Sierra Nevada Mountains, which
run precipitously down to the coast, or a
piece of road which would call for the
construction of toll bridges, would not
be included in the bill. Is that correct?

Mr. GORE. On the Interstate System
a tunnel would have to be free.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Free.

Mr. GORE. If such a tunnel or bridge
is constructed on an interstate route and
the project receives the approval of the
Bureau of Roads, the Federal Govern-
ment would contribute up to 90 percent
of the cost, the State would have to pro-
vide 10 percent of the cost, and the fa-
cility would have to be free.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I should like to
ask this question. I believe the Senator
from California [Mr. EnowLanp] will be
interested in it also. Two of the major
interstate routes run to the west coast.
One stretches from Spokane to a point
where it runs into the mountains close
to Puget Sound. Then there is a great
rise over 2 or 3 passes into the Puget
Sound area. Similarly, an interstate
route runs from Reno through the Sac-
ramento Valley, and that route will have
to be improved considerably if we are
to have a free highway system along
that route. Those two routes will re-
quire tunnels through the Cascade and
the Sierra Nevada Mountains, and they
would cost a great deal more per mile
than would any other sections of the In-
terstate Highway System of the United
States.

As I understand, the Senator from
Tennessee states that even though the
added cost—as in the case of a Cascade
tunnel in my section of the country, or
the improvement of the highway into the
Sacramento Valley—might seem to be
very high for those sections, it is still
possible if the Bureau of Public Roads
approved, under the provisions of this
bill, to have a free highway system and
an accessible one, even though the high-
way had to surmount the almost insur-
mountable barricade of the Sierra Ne-
vada and Cascade Mountains,

Mr., GORE. That is correct. It is
very similar to the construction of a
through route through one of our great
municipal centers. There the right-of-
way may cost 10 times as much as the
actual construction of the road, but so
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long as it is on an interstate route and
so designated, so long as the plan and
program submitted by the State highway
department meet the approval of the De-
partment of Commerce, Bureau of Pub-
lic Roads, it is eligible for construection
on a 90-percent contribution basis. The
same would be true of a causeway in Lou-
isiana, for example.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Let us use the fig-
ure $100 million for a Cascade tunnel.
Suppose the State should appropriate
twenty-five or thirty million dollars.
Could it submit that figure as the cost,
rather than the full cost, and receive the
90-percent contribution? In some cases
the States may be so desirous of having
a Cascade tunnel that they would reduce
the cost down to an amount which might
be more reasonable. Could that be
done?

Mr. GORE. I am not sure that I cor-
rectly understand the Senator.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Supposing the cost
of the tunnel is $100 million. If we sub-
mit that figure for a short route it might
be too high to receive the approval of
the Bureau of Public Roads. Supposing
the State itself, over and above the 10
percent, cuts the cost and appropriates
some money. Could it still apply for the
remainder, if it is on an interstate route?

Mr. GORE. I wish to make it plain
that the bill does not prescribe the stand-
ards which must be met. Those stand-
ards, under existing law, are determined
by the Bureau of Public Roads. So long
as the project sponsored by the Senator’s
State meets the minimum standard and
is also on an interstate route and receives
the approval of the Bureau of Public
Roads, it would be eligible for a 90 per-
cent Federal contribution.

The Senator’s State is subject to an
apportionment, and if a single tunnel
costs $100 million, then the State would
have to choose between using a large
portion of its apportionment on that par-
ticular tunnel, or using it otherwise.
But that would be within the choice of
the State, subject to the approval of the
Bureau of Public Roads.

Mr. MAGNUSON. And the State
could make a local contribution to a
given project, because of its peculiar sit-
uation.

Mr. GORE. There is certainly no pro-
hibition against that, except that it must
be a free facility.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. I have one
further question. I know the Senator
can answer it only generally, but I have
noticed that in the bill the word “tunnel”
does not appear.

Mr. GORE. No. I do not recall that
it does, nor do I think the word “cause-
way” is contained in the bill. But they
are both parts of a public roads system.

Mr. MAGNUSON. And the Senator
thinks that the word “tunnel” would not
be obnoxious in a particular case?

Mr. GORE. I cannot commit the Bu-
reau of Public Roads as to what they
might accept.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I thank the Sena-
tor from Tennessee, and I also wish to
thank the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
BenpeEr] for yielding to me,

Mr. BENDER. Mr. President, I offer
the amendment which I send to the desk
and ask to have stated.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Ohio will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 45,
at the end of line 5, it is proposed to
insert the following:

Such agreements may, however, authorize
a State or political subdivision thereof to
use the air space above and below the estab-
lished grade line of the highway pavement
for the parking of motor vehicles, provided
such use does not interfere in any way
with the free flow of traffic on the Interstate
system.

Mr. BENDER. Mr, President, I would
say to my colleague, the Senator from
Wwashington [Mr. Macxusow]l, that if
the Cotton amendment had been
adopted, this amendment would not be
necessary. The House passed this
amendment unanimously. It deals with
a problem which Cincinnati and several
other cities have in connection with their
parking problems. Some of the cities
have narrow streets. Unless there is
some question about it, I would appreci-
ate it if we may consider the amendment
immediately. I would spare the time of
the Members by asking for a vote on my
amendment at this time.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, may the
clerk state the amendment again? I
apologize to the able Senator from Ohio.
I was in conference with another Sena-
tor and I did not hear the amendment
read. I am sorry.

Mr. President, the able Senator from
Ohio has now identified his amendment.
I am acquainted with it, and I aceept it.

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote!

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Tennessee yield back his
time?

Mr. GORE. I yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. BENDER] to the committee amend-
ment.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment identified as “5-25-56-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Connecticut will be stated for the in-
formation of the Senate.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 49,
between lines 24 and 25, it is proposed
to insert the following new sections:

Sec. 117. It is hereby declared to be the
intent and policy of the Congress to equita-
bly reimburse the States for any portion of
a highway which is on the National System
of Interstate Highways, whether toll or free,
the construction of which has been com-
pleted subsequent to August 2, 1947, or
which is either in actual use or under con-
struction by contract, for completion,
awarded not later than June 30, 1957, and
such highway meets the standards required
by this title for the National System of In-
terstate Highways. The time, method, and
amounts of such reimbursement shall be de-
termined by the Congress following a study
which the Secretary of Commerce is hereby
authorized and directed to conduct, in co-
operation with the State highway depart-
ments, and other agencies as may be re-
quired, to determine which highways in the
National System of Interstate Highways
measure up to the standards required by this
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title, including all related factors of cost,
depreciation, participation of Federal funds,
and any other items relevant thereto. A
complete report of the results of such study
shall be submitted to the Congress within
10 days subsequent to January 2, 1958, It
is also declared to be the policy and intent of
the Congress to provide funds necessary to
make such reimbursements to the States as
may be determined.

Sec. 118. (a) The Secretary of Commerce is
authorized to approve as part of the National
System of Interstate Highways any toll road,
bridge, or tunnel, now or hereafter con-
structed which meets the standards adopted
for the improvement of projects located on
such system, whenever such toll road, bridge,
or tunnel forms a logical segment of such
system: Provided, That no Federal-aid high-
way funds shall be expended for the con-
struction, reconstruction, or improvement
of any such toll road except to the extent
hereafter permitted by law: Provided further,
That no Federal-aid highway funds shall be
expended for the construction, reconstruc-
tion, or improvement of any such toll bridge
or tunnel except to the extent now or here-
after permitted by law.

(b) The funds authorized under this tile,
or under prior acts, shall be avallable for
expenditure on projects approaching any toll
road, bridge, or tunnel to a point where such
project will have some use irrespective of its
use for such toll road, bridge, or tunnel.

{c) The funds authorized under this title,
or under prior acts, shall be available for
expenditure on projects approaching any toll
road on the National System of Interstate
Highways, even though the project has no
use other than as an approach to such toll
road: Provided, That agreement has been
reached with the State prior to approval of
any such project (1) that the section of toll
road will become free to the public upon
retirement of any bonds outstanding at the
time of the agreement, (2) that all toll col-
lections are used for maintenance and opera-
tion and debt service of the section of road
incorporated into the National System of
Interstate Highways, and (3) that there is
one or more reasonably satisfactory alternate
free routes available to traffic by which the
toll section of the system may be bypassed.

(d) Nothing in this title shall be deemed
to repeal the act approved March 3, 1927
(44 Stat. 1398), or subsection (g) of section
204 of the National Industrial Recovery Act
(48 Stat. 200), and such acts are hereby
amended to include tunnels as well as
bridges.

Renumber the following sections in title I
accordingly.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, the pur-
pose of the amendment is to declare it to
be the intent and the poliey of the Con-
gress equitably to reimburse the States
for any portion of a highway which is on
the National System of Interstate High-
ways, whether toll or free, the construc-
tion of which has been completed subse-
quent to August 2, 1947, or which is
either in actual use or under construc-
tion by contract, for completion, award-
ed not later than June 30, 1957, and such
highway meets the standards required by
this title for the National System of
Interstate Highways.

The time, method, and amounts of
such reimbursement shall be determined
by the Congress following a study which
the Secretary of Commerce is authorized
and directed to conduct, in cooperation
with the State highway departments. and
other agencies as may be required. to
determine which highways in the Na-
tional System of Interstate Highways
measure up to the standards required by
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this title, including all related factors of
cost, depreciation, participation of Fed-
eral funds, and any other items relevant
thereto. A complete report of the results
of such study shall be submitted to the
Congress within 10 days subsequent to
January 2, 1958.

It is also declared to be the policy and
intent of the Congress to provide funds
necessary to make such reimbursements
1o the States as may be determined.

So this is a declaration of policy, Mr.
President, designed to reimburse the
States for that portion, or any portion,
of a highway which is on the national
system, whether it be toll or free, the
construction of which has been com-
pleted subsequent to August 2, 1947, or
which is either in actual use or under
construction by contract, for completion,
awarded not later than June 30, 1957.

I should say, before I proceed further,
that the amendment was offered for
myself and the Senator from New York
[Mr. LEaman]. I neglected to mention
that at the outset of my remarks.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BUSH. I yield for a question.

Mr. CARLSON. I sincerely appreci-
ate the offering of the amendment,
which is cosponsored by the junior Sen-
ator from New York. I think the
amendment has merit and should be
given consideration by the Senate. I
earnestly hope that it will be approved.

I should like to suggest, however, that
some language on lines 6 and 7, on page
1, including the date, June 30, 1957, be
stricken. The language which I propose
to strike out reads:

For which is either in actual use or under
construction by contract, for completion,
awarded not later than June 30, 1957.

It occurs to me that that language
should be stricken because this is to be
a long-range hichway program, extend-
ing from 13 to 16 years. There may be
States or areas where a road could be
completed within 4 or 5 years, and it
might be necessary that it be completed
within that time. It could be completed
as a toll road, as a part of the Interstate
System, and would take care of the in-
creasing traffic.

I hope that the date, June 30, 1957,
will be eliminated, because I do not think
it adds anything to the bill. I think it
would be very helpful to leave the date
open on that basis.

Mr. BUSH. 1Ishould be glad to accept
the modification suggested by the Sena-
tor from EKansas. However, I should
like to ascertain the view of the distin-
guished acting majority leader on that
point.

Mr, GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BUSH. I ain glad to yield.

Mr. GORE. Undoubtedly there are
equities which deserve to be considered
with respect to the States which have
built toll thoroughfares which conform
to the standards of the Interstate Sys-

m.

Mr. BUSH. And also, I may add, free
roads.

Mr. GORE. And free roads.

I am not in a position to accept the
amendment as declaring the intent and
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policy of Congress, because as chairman
of the subcommittee on roads I am the
agent of a committee in which the senti-
ment was rather strongly against this
proposal. If the committee had the
benefit of a careful study and report, it
would be in a position to give considera-
tion to the equities which we all ac-
knowledge exist.

Because of the lateness of the hour, I
wonder if the Senator from Connecticut
would be willing to modify his amend-
ment so as to begin, on page 2, line 4,
with the word “the.” The amendment
then would read:

The Secretary of Commerce is hereby au-
thorized and directed to conduct, in coop-
eration with the State highway departments,
and other agencies as may be required, to
determine which highways, whether toll or
free, measure up to the standards required
for Inclusion in the National System of In-
terstate Highways, including all related fac-
tors of cost, depreciation, participation of
Federal funds, and any other items relevant
thereto. A complete report of the results of
such study shall be submitted to the Con-
gress within 10 days subsequent to January
2, 1958,

Mr. BUSH. On that point, I should
be glad to have the comments of my
colleague, the junior Senator from New
York, who is a joint sponsor of the
amendment,

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, when
I agreed to become a cosponsor of the
amendment offered by the able Senator
from Connecticut, I was under the im-
pression, and very naturally and appro-
priately so, that not only was section 117
to be offered, but also section 118.

Mr. BUSH. I may say to the Senator
from New York that I had not finished
my discussion of the amendment when
I was asked by the Senator from Kansas
to yield. I intended to offer the whole
amendment. The reason why I did not
discuss the next section was that the
Senator from Kansas asked me to yield
at that point. Then we turned to the
Senator from Tennessee for his advice.

The Senator from Tennessee has asked
us to change section 117 substantially.
The effect of what the Senator from
Tennessee has said is that he wants to
eliminate entirely the declaration of in-
tent and policy of Congress to reimburse
equitably such States. I hope I am cor-
rectly interpreting his suggestion.

He wants to eliminate the intent and
policy entirely, and simply to reduce sec-
tion 117 to a requirement that the Secre-
tary of Commerce shall make a study
of the possibilities involved in the reim-
bursement for such facilities. Is that
not correct?

Mr. GORE. The Senator is correct.

Mr. BUSH. I should like to ask my
cosponsor, the Senator from New York,
for his views. I am very much disin-
clined to accept the modification sug-
gested by the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. LEHMAN. I, too, am very much
disinclined to accept it. In fact, I could
not possibly accept it. I still have great
hope that the distinguished Senator
from Tennessee will accept the amend-
ment as it now reads.

Mr. GORE. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, BUSH. Iam glad to yield.
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Mr. GORE. A chairman of a com-
mittee in charge of a bill, as the able
Senator knows, has certain latitude in
accepting amendments, and I think
properly so. That latitude, however, is
circumscribed severely when an amend-
ment is offered which is a part of a bill
identical in terms with a bill which al-
ready has passed the House.

Should I accept the amendment as
the Senator has proposed it here, it
would then not be the subject of a con-
ference at all. I would be acting in viola-
tion of what I know to be the sentiment
of the committee of which I am the
agent.

So, much as I would like to yield to the
entreaty of my distinguished friends and
colleagues, for whom I have not only a
very high regard, but also the warmest
of personal affection, I am simply not in
a position to do so.

I could accept the amendment with
the modification I have suggested, and I
should feel justified in doing so. But as
the Senator has presented the amend-
ment in toto, I should have to ask for a
yea and nay vote; I could not do other-
wise,

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a brief statement?

Mr. BUSH. I yield to the Senator
from New York.

Mr. LEHMAN. I realize the obligation
of the distinguished Senator from Ten-
nessee; but I hope he also realizes that
I have a responsibility and obligation to
my own State.

Mr. GORE, I do, indeed.

Mr. LEHMAN. The amendment which
was proposed by my colleague from Con-
necticut, and which I was very glad to
join in cosponsoring, is requested by the
administration of the State of New York,
representing the 16 million people of
that State.

As a matter of fact, I believe I may say
parenthetically, the amendment is in the
interest of a great many other States, as
well. Not only is it in the interest of New
York and Connecticut, but it is also in the
interest of States such as Pennsylvania,
New Jersey, Kansas, and others.

Mr. BUSH. And California.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr. BUSH. Iam glad to yield.

Mr, GORE. As I have said, this pro-
vision is in the House bill, If the two
distinguished Senators would accept the
modification I have suggested, and would
eliminate from the amendment the dec-
laration of intent and policy, which at
least is a moral commitment upon a
future Congress, I would not only be pre-
pared to accept the amendment but as a
conferee I would be prepared to give it
most sympathetic consideration.

Mr. BUSH. I had not finished my ex-
planation of the amendment, including
section 118.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield before he discusses that
section?

Mr. BUSH. 1 yield.

Mr, CARLSON. I wonder if I could
ask the able Senator from Tennessee to
take the sentence beginning on line 14,
and ending in line 16 on page 2 as a part
of this section? Then the first part of
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the section would be eliminated, and the
amendment still could go to conference.

As I understand, the Senator from
Tennessee wants to have something to
take to conference. I think that is not
more than right, but I do not think the
Senate ought to pass a bhill without put-
ting in it some language based upon in-
tent. As a matter of fact, I had con-
sidered offering an amendment, and I
now read three lines from it:

As proof of the good faith of this declara-
tion of intent and purpose of the Congress,
during the period from June 30, 1956, until
the time when the Congress takes action
upon the results of the study hereafter pro-
vided, the sumy of—

I had intended to put in a certain
number of dollars at that point. I think
we ought to be very definite, because cer-
tain States have built toll roads. They
are going to be paid for by the people who
travel on them. At the same time, peo-
ple traveling on the highways will be
paying, through taxes on tires and gaso-
line, for the free roads.

I appreciate the statement of the Sen-
ator from Tennessee that he wants to
have something in conference. If a por-
tion of the amendment is left out and the
Senator takes the quotation I have read,
he will still have something in confer-
ence.

Mr. GORE. I may still have some-
thing in conference, but it will be a very
slim need, because the sentence on lines
14, 15, and 16 of page 2 is really a repeti-
tion of the declaration of intent and
policy on lines 1 and 2 on page 1. I
would be prepared to accept the part I
read to the able Senator, ending with the
figure *“1958" on line 14, page 2, with the
modifications I read as I proceeded and
then beginning with section 118, down
through line 5 on page 3.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I should
li{:e to read that language from section
118:

(a) The Secretary of Commerce 1s author-
ized to approve as part of the National Sys-
tem of Interstate Highways any toll road,
bridge, or tunnel, now or hereafter con-
structed which meets the standards adopted
for the improvement of projects located on
such system, whenever such toll road, bridge,
or tunnel forms a logical segment of such
system: Provided, That no Federal-aid high-
way funds shall be expended for the con-
struction, reconstruction, or after permitted
by law: Provided jurther, That no Federal-
ald highway funds shall be expended for the
construction, reconstruction, or improve-
ment of any such toll bridge or tunnel ex-
;.;ep;. to the extent now or hereafter permitted

Yy law.

The Senator wants to end the amend-
ment at that point, I take it, but we
rather insist that the ensuing provisions
of the amendment are very, very im-
portant, and particularly paragraph (b) ~
on line 6, which reads as follows:

The funds authorized under this title, or
under prior acts, shall be available for ex-
penditure on projects approaching any toll
road, bridge, or tunnel to a point where
such project will have some use irrespective

of its use for such toll road, bridge, or
tunnel.

In other words, if it is an approach
to the toll road, bridge, or tunnel, and
has some other use—for example, if it
turns off to the north or to the south—
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then these funds should be available for
such approaches, that is to say, other
connections.

Subsection (e¢) I think is very impor-
tant, too. It reads:

The funds authorized under this title, or
under prior acts, shall be available for ex-
penditure on projects approaching any toll
road on the National System of Interstate
Highways, even though the project has no
use other than as an approach to such toll
road: Provided, That agreement has been
reached with the State prior to approval of
any such project (1) that the section of toll
road will become free to the public upon
retirement of any bonds—

And so forth. I shall not read the
rest of the language.

Mr. President, those are very impor-
tant provisions for many of the States
which have gone ahead, farsightedly
and boldly, to meet the terrible traffic
problem.

I think it would be difficult for me, as
it is for my colleague from New York,
to accept the modification which the
Senator from Tennessee has suggested.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BUSH. I yield.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. What is
the provision of the language which the
Senator seeks to have adopted with re-
spect to the status of a toll project after
its recognition as a part of the National
System of Interstate Highways? Would
tolls continue to be charged?

Mr. BUSH. Yes, until the debt had
been retired.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Does the
language which the Senator is offering
carry any provision for reimbursement
to the toll authority or to the State for
the portion of the toll road incorporated
into the Interstate System?

Mr. BUSH. I do not think so.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. What
the Senator is seeking to do, then, is
have designed, as a part of the Inter-
state System, a road which would oper-
ate as a feeder to the segment of the
road or bridge where the toll might be
collected. Is that correct?

Mr. BUSH. That is correct.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. It would
feed traffic into the toll operation.

Mr. BUSH., Yes.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Connecticut yield?

Mr. BUSH. I yield to the Senator
from Kansas.

Mr. CARLSON. On the very point the
Senator from South Dakota has raised
about the funds being paid back to the
States for the use of toll roads, I had
submitted an amendment in which I
covered that phase of the question. I
had it at the desk. I did not call it up,
but I should like to offer it for printing
in the Recorp. I think it has much

merit, because States have gone ahead.

and have invested in roads which will be
a part of the Interstate System. We
were advised in committee that the Fed-
eral Government would take the roads.
No provision has been made for doing so.
I asked officials of the Bureau of Public
Roads if they intended to use toll roads
as part of the Interstate System. I
think some of the States are being
treated unfairly. I hope the Senator
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from Tennessee will give us some con-
sideration.

Mr. President, I should like to present
the amendment as a part of the debate,
for the purpose of legislative history,
and ask unanimous consent that it may
be printed at this point in the REcorp
as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, Mr. CARL-
soN's amendment was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Notwithstanding any other provision of
this act, or any other provision of law, the
Becretary of Commerce is authorized, as pro-
vided herein, to enter into agreements on
behalf of the United States, with any State
or agency or instrumentality thereof for
the payment to sald State or an agency or
instrumentality thereof over a period of
years, not exceeding 13, of funds payable
under this act on account of any project on
the National System of Interstate Highways
to assist such State or agency or instru-
mentality thereof in the financing of the
immediate construction of a project on the
National System of Interstate Highways.

The Becretary shall enter into an agree-
ment with any State or agency or instru-
mentality thereof only if—

(a) such State or agency or instrumental-
ity thereof i1s empowered to enter into an
agreement with the Secretary under this sec-
tion and otherwise comply with the provi-
sions of this act;

(b) such State or agency or instrumen-
tality thereof shall demonstrate to the
satisfaction of the Secretary the desirability
of immediate construction of the project on
the National System of Interstate Highways
to which the agreement relates; and

(c) in States where the agreement is fo
be entered into between the Secretary and
an agency or instrumentality of such State,
the governor shall have approved such an
agreement.

An agreement pursuant to this section
shall provide that the State, or the agency or
instrumentality thereof entering into the
same, shall proceed immediately with the
construction of the project on the National
System of Interstate Highways to which the
agreement relates, and such project may be
a toll project or a free project, as shall be
determined by the State or the agency or
instrumentality thereof entering into such
agreement.

In the event the project covered by such
agreement shall be a toll project, such agree-
ment shall obligate the State or the agency
or instrumentality thereof constructing the
same to cause such project to become free
to the public upon retirement of any bonds
or other obligations issued to finance the
cost of such project.

SBuch agreement shall provide for the pay-
ment to the State or the agenecy or Instru-
mentality thereof constructing the project
of no more than one-half of the cost of con-
struction of the project covered thereby, as
approved by the Secretary, excluding in-
terest on any obligations issued by the State
or such agency or instrumentality to finance
its portion of the cost thereof and any
financing charges relating to any such obli-
gatlions so issued. Such payment shall be
made in equal annual installments over such
period of years, not exceeding 13, as shall he
agreed upon by the Secretary and the State
or agency or instrumentality thereof enter-
ing into such an agreement. No agreement
entered into pursuant to this section shall
provide for the payment thereunder to the
State or agency or instrumentality thereof,
if any cone year, of funds in excess of 50
percent of the funds which such State will
be entitled to under the apportionment of
the Federal share payable on account of
projects en the National System of Inter-
state Highways for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1957. Moneys pald to a State or
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agency or Iinstrumentality thereof wunder
such an agreement shall be applied to the
payment of actual construction costs of the
project or the payment of the principal of
obligations issued in connection with the
financing of the cost of such project.

Such agreement shall also provide that
the difference between the 50 percent or
less of the project cost payable to the State
or agency or instrumentality thereof en-
tering into the same and the amount other-
wise provided in this act as the Federal share
payable on account of such project on the
National System of Interstate Highways ghall
remain available to the State as additional
Federal ald for the purposes specified in
this act and shall be used for such purposes
as may be agreed upon by the Secretary and
the State; provided, however, such Federal
aid may be used by the States without State
matching requirements.

Such agreement shall also provide that
the expenditure of funds contracted to be
paid under such agreement shall be subject
to all of the conditions, restrictions and
limitations contained in this act with re-
spect to the appropriation and apportion-
ment of funds for the National System of
Interstate Highways, except as otherwise in
this section expressly provided.

The faith of the United States is solemnly
pledged to the payment of all moneys con-
tracted to be paid by the Secretary pursuant
to this section, and there is hereby appro-
priated in each fiscal year, out of any money
in the Highway Trust Fund not otherwise
appropriated, the amounts necessary to pro=
vide for such payments.

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr.
President, will the Senator from Con-
necticut yield?

Mr. BUSH. I yield to the Senator
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. I was
going to ask the question whether or
not the provision included bridges, but
from a reading of it, I think it does.
There are bridges between the Com-
monwealth of Pennsylvania and the
State of New Jersey which are toll
bridges.

I should like to make this statement
in conjunction with what the distin-
guished Senator from Connecticut has
said. It is already being worked out
that Route No. 40, for example, from
Baltimore, will go to Hancock. Then
there will be a new interstate road built
to the Pennsylvania Turnpike. Then
the Pennsylvania Turnpike will be used
to the Ohio line. I presume the route
will continue on the Ohio Turnpike.
Then the Indiana Turnpike will be used.
Then the Illinois Turnpike will be used
to Chicago. That is a part of the plan,
as I understand.

The Senator from Maryland and I
have been a little concerned about it.
We felt that the interstate road prob-
ably should be Route 40 west, but we
were informed by the Bureau of Roads
and the highway departments of Mary-
land and Pennsylvania that an agree-
ment of that kind has been entered into.

I merely wish to say to the Senator
from Connecticut that is the plan.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Connecticut yield to
me?

Mr. BUSH. I yield to the Senator
from New York.

Mr. LEHMAN. I think there is a
great deal of misunderstanding about
this matter. We are not asking for re-
imbursement, even though the State of
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New York has built 557 miles of through-
ways and other thoroughfares. Of
course, we feel that construction should
be subject to reimbursement to the
State.

Certainly it does not seem proper that
we in New York State and those in other
States which also build these through-
ways should be penalized as we are be-
ing penalized now. I have an amend-
ment which would ask for reimburse-
ment on that score. Buf as a compro-
mise, I join the distinguished Senator
from Connecticut in sponsoring this
amendment, by which we are not re-
questing any reimbursement for the cost
of the toll bridges or tunnels, although
we believe we are entitled to that and
to much more.

All we are requesting is that these
tunnels and bridges be recognized as
parts of the Interstate Highway System
and, further, that expenditures on proj-
ects approaching any toll road, bridge,
or tunnel be reimbursed. We shall not
get any benefit from this amendment.
‘We simply ask that when we build one
of the circuitous approaches to a
bridge—such as the approaches to the
George Washington Bridge—at least we
be reimbursed for that cost. But be-
yond that, we are not asking to be re-
imbursed for the cost of the George
Washington Bridge or the cost of the
tunnels under the Hudson River or the
cost of the other projects which are for
the benefit of the entire country and
for the benefit of the Interstate High-
way System which is to be authorized
under the provisions of this bill.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Connecticut yield to me?

Mr. BUSH. I yield.

Mr. GORE. The Senator from New
York understands, does he not, that 50~
50 matching funds would now be avail-
able to his State, to build approaches to
the Interstate Highway System facili-
ties within his State? Is he now re-
questing that the Federal Government
pay 90 percent of the cost of approaches
to toll roads and bridges, or will he be
content with the 50-50 matching?

Mr. LEHMAN. I think what the dis-
tinguished Senator is saying about the
50-50 matching is accurate, but I would
not be satisfied with that. If we were
requesting any reimbursement in the
case of the cost of these tunnels, cross-
ings, or bridges, that would be entirely
different; and then, of course, I would
be very willing to compromise on the
basis of 50-50 matching. But in this
case we are only asking that recognition
be given to these bridges, tunnels, and
crossings as parts of the Interstate High-
way System—as they undoubtedly are—
and that because they are parts of it,
the cost of constructing the approaches
leading to them be reimbursed to the
States on the basis of the formula fol-
lowed in connection with all other con-
struction work in connection with the
Interstate System of Highways.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I con-
gratulate the Senator from New York for
that very clear statement. He says so
wisely that he only wishes the expendi-
tures for the construction of approaches
which are to serve the Interstate Sys-
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tem to be reimbursable. We want these
sections to be eligible for reimbursement
for the cost of construction of the ap-
proaches which feed traffic into the In-
terstate Highway System. That should
be done, because such approaches must
be constructed.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Connecticut yield to me?

Mr. BUSH. I yield.

Mr. GORE. The Senator knows that
under the present system and under the
provisions of the pending bill, his State
or the State of New York or any other
State can propose a program for the con-
struction of State roads—primary, sec-
ondary, or urban. They can be intercon-
nections; they can be new roads; they
can be approaches. The State would be
eligible to receive 50-50 matching on that
basis. It may be that I am in error, but
it seems that that is sufficient, unless
these segments are on the Interstate Sys-
tem itself.

But when we go outside the Interstate
System, and begin reimbursing on a 90-
percent basis, then we are in trouble.

Mr. BUSH. The Senator states cor-
rectly that reimbursement for the cost
of construction of the primary, second-
ary, and urban roads can be had on a
50-50 basis. But we are talking about
the Interstate System, in which there is
a 90-percent Federal interest.

Mr. GORE. No; the Senator from
Connecticut is talking about approaches
to it.

Mr. BUSH. That is right.

Mr. GORE. And not about the Inter-
state System.

Mr. BUSH. That is right.

Mr. GORE. That is why I say there
must be a distinction.

Mr. BUSH. I remind the Senator
from Tennessee that the House of Rep-
resentatives approved this proposal by a
vote of 388 to 19. That is a very im-
portant point. In this connection there
will have to be a conference; and I think
this amendment only requests fair treat-
ment for the States which have been
forehanded and have led the way in con-
nection with the construction of toll
roads, toll bridges, tunnels, and so forth,
for the convenience of all the rest of the
Nation. Almost all the people of the
United States seem to use our highways.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator from Connecticut
yield to me?

Mr. BUSH. I yield.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I should
like to have the author of the amend-
ment explain certain of the language of
the amendment.

Mr. BUSH. To what part of the
amendment does the Senator from South
Dakota refer?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. To page
2, in line 17, reading as follows:

Sec. 118. (a) The Secretary of Commerce
is authorized to approve as part of the Na-
tional System of Interstate Highways any
toll road, bridge, or tunnel, now or hereafter
constructed which meets the standards
adopted for the improvement of projects
located on such system, whenever such toll

road, bridge, or tunnel forms a logical seg-
ment of such system—

What do the words “forms a logical
segment of such system” mean?
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Mr. BUSH. I take it that they mean
exactly what they say, namely, if it fits
logically into the Interstate System.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Does that
mean a part of the designated system?

Mr. BUSH. Yes, if the Secretary of
Commerce so designates it.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. But
39,990 miles of the 40,000 miles author-
ized by the present law are already desig-
nated. Are the parts the Senator from
Connecticut has in mind parts of the
designated Interstate System; or is the
Senator from Connecticut seeking to take
advantage of the provision of the Senate
committee’s version of the bill which
would authorize 2,500 additional miles,
and to have a portion of the 2,500 miles
applied to the tunnels, bridges, or ap-
proaches to them?

Mr. BUSH. No. The whole purpose of
the amendment is to give the Secretary
authority to approve——

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. My point
is that if it is a part of the designated
system, I do not think any language is
needed. If it is not a part of the desig-
nated system, and if it requires some new
designation, then some additional miles
are needed.

Mr. BUSH. The amendment refers to
toll roads, bridges, or tunnels now or
hereafter constructed.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Does the
amendment give the Secretary carte
blanche authority to select a toll road
not now a part of the system?

Mr. BUSH. “Whenever such toll road,
bridge, or tunnel forms a logical segment
of such system.”

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Then can
the Secretary extend the system when-
ever he wishes?

Mr. BUSH. No.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Connecticut
has expired.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Connecticut yield to me?

Mr. BUSH. My time has been ex-
hausted, partly as a result of yielding to
other Senators. Perhaps the Senator
from Tennessee will give us a little time.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield 5
ml;mtes to the Senator from Connecti-
cut.

Mr. BUSH. I thank the Senator very
much.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Connecticut is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, does the Senator from Con-
necticut understand my point? If it is
now a part of the designated system, I
do not think any additional language
is needed. If it is not now a part of the
designated system, then some mileage is
needed.

Mr. BUSH. The Senator from South
Dakota will find sections of road which
are on the interstate route and are so
designated, and either may not be up
to the standards or may be up to the
standards, in which event they can be
designated by the Secretary——

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. As I un=
derstand, the designation is between
control points. Specific hichways which
are numbered are not necessarily the
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designated system, but the designation
runs between certain control points.

Mr. BUSH. I do not see how the lan=
guage could be any clearer, because it
provides specifically what the Secretary
is authorized to do.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I was
wondering if, instead of the words
“forms a logical segment of such sys-
tem,” the Senator would be satisfied to
make it read: “whenever such toll road,
bridge, or tunnel is a part of the desig-
nated Interstate System.”

Mr. BUSH. I think that could be
done. I would accept such a modifica-
tion. Will the Senator repeat it?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Instead
of the words “whenever such toll road,
bridge, or tunnel forms a logical seg-
ment of such system,” make it read:
“whenever such toll road, bridge, or tun-
nel is a part of the designated Inter-
state System.”

Mr. BUSH. I do not see very much
difference, but if the Senator would feel
happier, I would be glad to accept the
modification in order to get the amend-
ment to conference.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. If it is
designated, there is no reason why it
should not be approved. If it must be
designated, some additional mileage is
needed.

Mr. BUSH. Without objection, I will
accept the modification suggested by the
Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator from South Dakota send to the
desk the modification accepted by the
Senator from Connecticut?

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr, President——

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, the Sena-
tor from New York wishes some time on
his own account. I should like to yield
the floor if the Senator from Tennessee
will yield a little more time to the Sena-
tor from New York.

Mr. LEHMAN. I shall offer an amend-
ment merely for the sake of gaining more
time. After I have concluded speaking,
I shall withdraw the amendment.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from New
York from the time on the bill.

Mr. BUSH. I am sure the Senator
from Tennessee realizes that we have
been yielding time back and forth.

Mr. GORE, I fully intended to yield
additional time to the distinguished Sen-
ator from New York, and will yield some
additional time after he uses the 5 min-
utes so generously assigned to him by the
senior Senator from California.

Mr. BUSH. I thank the Senator. I
think that is very fair. 3

Mr. GORE. After the Senator from
New York concludes, I should like to
have about 2 minutes, if I may.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I have
no objection to accepting the slight
modification suggested by the distin-
guished Senator from South Dakota, but
that would not cure the situation, unless
the chairman of the subcommittee were
willing to accept section 118.

In order to sharpen the issue, I should
like to make a very brief statement with
regard to this amendment.

Mr. President, the purpose of the
pending amendment to authorize the
Secretary of Commerce to designate toll
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roads, bridges, and tunnels as part of
the Interstate System—is not to secure
Federal aid for these toll structures but
rather to make possible Federal aid for
the construction of expressways, by-
passes and feeder roads made necessary
by the fact that these toll roads, bridges,
and tunnels are, in fact, part of the
Interstate System.

The problem arises from the fact that
many States have construected toll roads,
bridges and tunnels on the Interstate
System. They had to do this without
waiting for Federal aid because the traf-
fic problems had grown so great.

The pending amendment does not seek
to have Federal aid extended for the
construction of these toll structures—
bridges, tunnels, and roads. That is
another question which is quite beyond
the purview of this amendment.

This amendment seeks only to make
it possible for Federal aid to be extended
for expressways through a city, for by-
passes around a city, and for connecting
links to other parts of the Interstate
System where such bypasses, express-
ways, and connecting links originate or
terminate in the toll bridge, toll tunnel,
or toll road.

Such roads are necessary, Mr. Presi-
dent, because these toll structures are,
in fact, part of the Interstate System.
Most of the traffic going over or through
these structures is not proceeding to the
urban center, which is at the end of
these toll roads, bridges, or tunnels.
Most of this traffic is through traffic. It
is brought to and over these structures
because they are, in fact, on the Inter-
state System. In order to avoid adding
intolerably to the congestion of the city
in question it is necessary to build ex-
pressways or bypasses, or to provide a
link from these toll structures to an-
other part of the Interstate Highway
System. It is for these links, bypasses,
and expressways that Federal aid is jus-
tified and desired and that is why this
amendment is necessary, in order to
make it perfectly clear that these non-
toll hichways and expressways and by=-
passes which lead into or away from the
toll bridges, tunnels, or highways may
be eligible for Federal aid as parts of
the primary Federal system.

There is a possibility that even with-
out this amendment such an interpreta-
tion might be given to the law. But it
is far from clear. Hence, this amend-
ment is offered.

This problem arises in every urban
center. Take New York City. Long be-
fore the Interstate System was ever
thought of, New York City had built and
was operating the Lincoln Tunnel, the
Holland Tunnel, and the George Wash-
ington Bridge. New York City is an
anchor point and nexus of the Interstate
System as a glance at the map will show.
Certainly, much of the trafiic moving on
the Interstate System will have to pass
through these tunnels and bridges. Sta-
tistical studies show that the preponder-
ance of traffic passing through these two
tunnels and this bridge is not traffic
bound for New York. It is traffic passing
through the city.

To speed this traffic on its way on the
Interstate System, New York State and
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the New York Port Authority will have to
construct urban bypasses and urban ex-
pressways. Needless to say, this will be
one of the most expensive aspects of the
total highway construction plan.

The same can be said for every other
urban center in the country.

What the pending amendment would
do, Mr. President, is make sure that this
vital and expensive network of bypasses
and expressways will be eligible for
Federal aid.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from New York has
expired.

Mr. GORE. I yield 5 additional min-
utes to the Senator from New York,

Mr. LEHMAN. These roadways will
not be primarily for the use of the city
dwellers. They will not be toll roads.
They will be free to anyone. But if it is
not made clear that they are part of the
Interstate System—as in logic they are—
then Federal aid may be denied to one of
the most important parts of this entire
program, '

It should be obvious why these by-
passes and expressways are so impor=
tant. The Interstate System—a system
designed to create a nationwide grid of
high-speed superhighways for defense
and other national purposes would be a
mockery indeed if it contained a bottle-
neck at every urban center.

The way to do this is to approve the
pending amendment which will author-
ize the Secretary of Commerce to desig-
nate the toll structures, themselves, as
parts of the Interstate System where
such designation is justified by the facts.

At the present time, under old law,
there is some question of whether these
structures can be so designated, regard-
less of the justification.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, I should like to report what
I believe to be the language to which
the Senator from Connecticut has agreed.

Mr. GORE. I yield for that purpose.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. On page
2, line 22, it is proposed to strike out the
words “forms a logical segment of” and
insert in lieu thereof the words “fits
into the designated route of.”

Let me say, by way of interpretation
of that language, that the purpose is
to make sure that the language does not
of itself create or authorize an exten-
sion of the system, but does authorize
recognition as a part of the system,
where the toll road, bridge, or tunnel is
on a presently designated route.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr, President, I have
no objection.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I join the
Senator from New York in offering no
objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator from South Dakota send the
modification to the desk?

Mr. GORE. Mr, President, I yield my-
self 5 minutes,

The pending amendment raises two
enormous problems. One is the question
of reimbursement. We have had no
study made of how much of the inter-
state fund the amendment might require,
‘We have had no study reported to the
committee and to Congress on which we
could act.
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There is contemplated not only reim-
bursement for toll roads and toll ap-
proaches, but also for free roads. The
purpose of the bill before the Senate is
to build roads. The bill before the Sen-
ate does not contemplate reimbursement.

Let us think for a moment where the
amendment might lead. What is the
difference between reimbursing a State
which has built a road up to standards
because we have initiated a greatly ex-
panded interstate highway program,
and, on the other hand, reimbursing a
eounty which has built a hospital up to
standards before the Hill-Burton hos-
pital assistance program went into
effect?

Soon, I hope, we will consider Federal
aid for the construction of schools.
While the committee had the pending
bill under consideration, I received a
letter from the superintendent of a
county school in Tennessee. It read
something like this:

Dear Avserr: I read in the newspaper that
Congress is soon going to enact a Federal
school construction program. My county
last year issued bonds, and we constructed
a large number of new school buildings in
the county. If Congress is going to pass
the bill, I want you to get an amendment
attached to it to reimburse Sullivan County
for the part to which it would be entitled
if it had waited to build the school building
until after Congress had passed that bill.

I ask, therefore, what is the differ-
ence? If we make reimbursements, we
will set a precedent, and in time it will
lead to great expense. In fact, the
amendment offered by the two distin-
guished Senators might take away a
large slice of the $25 billion anticipated
for the Interstate Highway System.

I say that Congress should not do that
without a study first being made. We
should not leap in the dark. We should
have a study made and a report made
before we act. I would agree to accept
that part of the Senators’ amendment,
and I believe that is as far as I can go.
I may be going farther than I should.

The second problem is this. If we
agree to the amendment as it is offered,
we permit certain States to increase the
interstate mileage within their borders.
What does that mean? It means that
they will receive a 90 percent contribu-
tion on the construction of the ap-
proaches, as well as other features.

‘What is an approach? Can anyone
tell me what is meant by an approach as
that word is used in the amendment?
How many miles constitutes an ap-
proach? 1Is it 30 miles of an intercon-
nection which approaches from one side
of a city and runs to the interstate high-
way on the other side?

I say that Congress should not act on
so important a matter as this without
first having more knowledge on the sub-
ject than we have available to us.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. GORE. I yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. I merely wish to point
out to the Senator from Tennessee that
when he mentions reimbursement for a
hospital which has already been built or
for a schoolhouse which has already been
built in Sullivan County, for example,
that is not analogous to the situa-
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tion we have before us now, although
I believe very definitely that the State
of New York and other States should be
reimbursed for the work already done
and the construction already carried
forward on highways which are now a
part of the Interstate System.

We -are not pressing that in this
amendment. There is nothing men-
tioned at all about paying for those
roads, although I again wish to empha-
size the fact that I believe reimburse-
ment would be fair to the States. We
are not asking for any reimbursement
for the Holland Tunnel or for the Lin-
coln Tunnel. We are not asking 1
cent for that, although I believe it would
be fair to do so, because those tunnels
have been designated as a part of the
Interstate Highway System. All we are
asking for is reimbursement for the ap-
proaches and the connecting links.

Mr. GORE. Let me read from the
amendment:

It is hereby declared to be the intent and
policy of the Congress to equitably reim-
burse States for any portion of a highway
which is on the National System of Inter-
state Highways, whether toll or free.

Mr. BUSH. Will the Senator yield at
that point?

Mr. GORE. If the Senator from New
York has completed his interrogation.

Mr. LEHMAN. I have, temporarily.

Mr. GORE. I yield.

Mr. BUSH. If we were to accept the
Senator’s modification——

Mr. GORE. I am not asking the Sen-
ator to accept it.

Mr. BUSH. The Senator has made a
proposal.

Mr. GORE. Yes.

Mr. BUSH. If we were to accept
t—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. GORE. I yield myself 5 addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. BUSH. If we were to accept the
Senator’s modification of section 117,
would he be disposed to accept section
18, as modified by the Senator from
South Dakota?

Mr. GORE. Would the Senator define
the word “approaches”?

Mr. BUSH. I can give the Senator a
definition of the word, but I do not know
whether the Senator from Tennessee
would accept it. Anything I might say in
that respect might be subject to chal-
lenge. I do not know exactly how long
an approach is. It might vary.

Mr. GORE. That is what I am afraid
of. I am afraid that it might vary from
30 yards to 30 miles.

Mr. BUSH. Ishould not think it would
g0 as high as 30 miles. It might vary
from several yards to several hundred
yards, or something of that nature. It
would vary.

Mr. GORE. I do not wish to press
the matter. I have yielded as much as I
believe I should yield. I do not wish to
be disagreeable, but if the Senators wish
to vote on the amendment, I am ready
to vote.

Mr. BUSH. If the Senator would be
agreeable to taking the amendment to
conference, I would be willing to limit
the approaches to not over a half mile.

May 29

Mr. LEHMAN. I believe that would
be a mistake. I do not know how long
they would be.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I should
like to propound a question. Will the
Senator yield?

Mr. GORE. I yield.

Mr. THYE. Assuming that the Na-
tional Highway System proposed in the
bill crossed a State which uses an exist-
ing highway that has already been im-
proved by the State but which consists
of the normal width, with a center area
for passing, but which does not meet the
National Highway System requirement of
two lanes, would a State get credit for
that type of road which would be used in
the National System? In other words, it
would be possible to use the existing
highway as one lane, and it would be
necessary only to put down a second lane
alongside of it to be used for either the
righthand lane or the lefthand lane.
Under such circumstances, would a State
be reimbursed for that one section of the
highway?

Mr. GORE. There are no provisions
in the Senate bill for reimbursement.
The committee considered the matter,
and overwhelmingly decided to omit it
from the bill.

Mr. THYE. Then may I make this
further inquiry? Does the Senator in-
terpret the amendment which is being
offered as giving a State the kind of
credit I have described and reimbursing
the State for the expense involved in the
fto?st.ruction of that highway, such as

s?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has again expired.

Mr. GORE. I yield myself 1 addi-
tional minute. I have been trying to
get an interpretation as to the length
of an approach from the distinguished
Senator from New York and the distin-
guished Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. THYE. The National Highway
System proposes to use Highway 16
across Minnesota. It is a good highway.
If the Senators in their amendment pro-
pose to reimburse us for the one lane I
have described, I would support their
amendment. Unless I have that assur-
ance, I cannot support it.

Mr. LEHMAN and Mr. BUSH ad-
dressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Tennessee has
expired.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I should
like to have a little time.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the junior Senator from New
York.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, the
reason why I was unwilling to make the
stipulation of half a mile is because of
a fairly long experience in road build-
ing. When I first went to Albany the
only roads we were building were 2-lane
roads, with an occasional 3-lane road.
We thought we were making great prog-
ress when we built a 3-lane road. Since
that time, of course, the situation has
changed rapidly and continuously, so
that the old-fashioned roads which we
considered a great achievement in my
younger days in public life are now al-
most discarded. We are now building
8-lane roads, divided; we are building
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them of a character which was previous-
ly completely unknown.

The curlicues which are seen around
bridges and tunnels—there are a great
many in New York, and I am sure there
are many in other cities—were entirely
unknown 15 or 20 years ago. We are
making progress in road building con-
tinuously.

So, Mr. President, I am not able in
good faith and in good conscience to say
that an approach should be limited to
half a mile. That might be enough; 200
yards might be enough. But as time
passes and as the needs grow and as the
science of road building develops, we may
find it is an entirely inadequate descrip-
tion of what is meant by an approach.

We are not asking in this amendment
for reimbursement. Although I believe
we would logically be entitled to it, we
are not asking for it. All we are asking
is that the approaches and tunnels
which are now or will be a part of the
Interstate System, or will be designated
on the interstate map, may have the
chance of having connecting roads and
approaches built without expense to the
people of the States.

Take, for example, the Holland Tube
and the Lincoln Tube. They are on the
interstate map. People come from the
South, from the North, and from the
West, and use those tunnels and go right
through New York. They go to Penn-
sylvania or Ohio or much farther west.
They do not remain in New York. Most
of them travel on and use New York
City and its tunnels as a thoroughfare,
as an artery. Certainly, we cannot ex-
pect the State of New York or other
States to pay——

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New York yield?

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. The users of those
tunnels pay a toll. Does the amendment
provide that when the tunnels are paid
for, the tolls cease?

Mr. LEHMAN. The tolls would cease
as soon as the bonds are paid off.

Mr, PASTORE. In other words, pas-
sage through those tunnels would be-
come free?

Mr. LEHMAN. When the bonds which
have been issued against the tunnels
have been paid off, so that there is no
charge against the city of New York
whatsoever, the tolls will cease entirely.

Mr. PASTORE. Will not the fee come
to an end when the bonds are paid off,
anyway, whether or not we pass this
bill?

Mr. LEHMAN. I do not know.

Mr. PASTORE. I understand that the
reason for paying a toll is to pay back
the loan on the bonds. Once the bonds
have been paid off, whether or not we
pass this bill, the fee will come to an end.
If an interstate toll road becomes a part
of the Interstate Highway System some
people will be paying for a part of the
interstate highway, and will be paying
taxes to the Federal Government to pay
90 percent of the cost of roads built in
another part of the country which will
be free.

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator is entire-
ly incorrect in his assumption.
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Mr. PASTORE. I am not being eriti-
cal; I am agreeing with the Senator
from New York.

Mr. LEHMAN. But I am not asking
for a cent of reimbursement.

Mr. PASTORE. 1 feel that there is a
tremendous inequity in this bill. It
means that people who use toll roads will
also be paying taxes to the Government
to build roads which will be free. The
Merritt Highway is a toll highway. It
costs 50 cents to go from Providence to
New York City.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield an
additional 5 minutes to the Senator from
New York.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New York yield fur-
ther?

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. Unless the Merritt
Highway becomes a part of the Interstate
System, the people who are using that
road will be paying 50 cents toll, and yet
they will be paying taxes to support the
building of another road in another
State. I submit it is unfair. I think the
whole problem should be restudied.
There are too many problems to solve in
deciding the question on the floor this
evening, especially at this late hour. But
whose money is going to be used to sup-
port this tremendous appropriation if
people are still going to be compelled to
continue to pay tolls and yet contribute
90 percent to building roads in another
part of the country? I think it is unfair
unless the tolls come to an end.

Mr. GORE. Does not the Senator
from Rhode Island think a problem so
complex as this should be acted on after
the Congress and the committees of Con-
gress have had the benefit of surveys,
studies, and recommendations?

Mr. PASTORE. Yes; and I hope we
will not simply sweep it under the rueg.

Mr. GORE. But here the question
would be preempted. The amendment
provides that—

It is hereby declared to be the intent and
policy of the Congress—

And so forth.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, we are
perfectly willing to accept the suggestion
of the distinguished Senator from Ten-
nessee and strike out the language in sec-
tion 117 from line 1 on page 1 to the end
of line 2 on page 2.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I have
had my say for the moment. I may wish
to say a little more later un.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New York yield?

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield.

Mr. BUSH. My understanding of the
agreement is that the Senator from Ten-
nessee would accept section 118?

Mr. LEHMAN. That is understood.

Mr, BUSH. As suggested by the Sena-
tor from South Dakota.

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr, Pres-
ident, will the Senator from New York
yield?

Mr., LEHMAN. I yield.

9215

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr, Pres-
ident, I have assumed that if tolls are to
be collected, when they have produced
revenue to retire the bonds and liquidate
the cost of the toll section, no further
tolls will be charged. If that is not clear,
then I think section 118 should carry
additional language which would read:

Provided further, That when the tolls col-
lected are sufficient to retire the bonds or
liguidate the costs of an interstate toll road,
charges for its use shall cease,

Mr. BUSH. I do not think the Sena-
tor from New York would accept that
suggestion. They are not going to fore-
go tolls because the bonds are paid off.

Mr. LEHMAN. I am willing to accept
the language of section 118. I am per-
fectly willing to stand on that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Tennessee has 3 minutes
remaining.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield
myself one-half minute; then I shall
yield the remainder of the time to the
Senator from South Dakota.

We have now spent 5712 minutes on
the amendment. It is apparent to all, it
would appear to me, that it is very com-
plicated. Even though we should com-
pletely reject the amendment here, it
will still be in conference, because the
amendment is in the House bill ver-
batim. I suggest that with the benefit
of the discussions in the Senate tonight
and the benefit of further consultation,
the conferees can go to the conference
better prepared than we have been here-
tofore.

I yield the remainder of my time to
the Senator from South Dakota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from South Dakota is recog-
nized for 214 minutes.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, it may be that the language
from line 17 and following, on page 3,
to which the Senator from New York has
alluded, may answer the question I have
raised. But it seemed to me that the
distinguished Senator from Rhode
Island raised the possibility that what
might be money-making institutions
could be created out of a toll road or
a toll facility, whether a bridge or a tun-
nel, which would continue to yield profits
for the toll authority, the State, the city,
or whoever built the facility, profits
which could be used for other purposes.
It may be that the language at the bot-
tom of page 3 will prevent that. I think
that, if the bill goes to conference, the
matter should be carefully considered,
to make certain of it.

However, it certainly would be unfor-
tunate if the country should be taxed, as
the Senator from Rhode Island has
pointed out, to create a sort of gate or
funnel or attraction to feed trafiic into
the moneymaking facility, so to speak,
in order to produce revenue for the par-
ticular unit of government which built
the facility in the first place.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. There is a greater in-
equity than even that. AsIunderstand,
the purpose of the bill is to promote,
more or less at public expense, a freer
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movement of interstate traffic. For that
reason, we are proposing fo build inter-
state roads. There are certain parts of
the system which have already been built
which are toll roads. Anyone who
traverses those sections has to pay toll.

I think it would be grossly unfair to
continue to demand the payment of toll
by people who are actually paying taxes
to build the roads which are located in
other parts of the country. I myself
think that presents a very serious in-
equity which ought to be given consid-
eration. I do not say that it can be
corrected tonight.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from South Dakota
has expired.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from South Dakota
1 minute on the bill.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. It is said
today that one of the most popular cus-
toms in merchandising is to offer a free
coupon or gift or stamp in order to at-
tract business. I simply hope that we
do not make the Interstate System into
a sort of gift stamp to be handed to
travelers in orders to bring them into the
“store” of the tunnel or bridge which
charges a toll in order to make money for
the operator of the toll gate.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from
Kansas.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I de-
sire to emphasize what the distinguished
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Pas-
Tore] has just expressed so forcefully
this evening. For 2 days I have been
trying to advise the Senate of a situa-
tion which I regard as most inequitable,
and the Senator from Rhode Island cer-
tainly has placed his fingers on it.

In the Committee on Finance, under
the able leadership of the Senator from
Virginia [Mr. Byrol, we were told that
2,200 miles of toll road have been built
as a part of the Interstate System. That
means there will be 37,800 miles to build
with the $25 billion.

We were also advised that the agencies
which built the toll roads expect to keep
them as toll roads. In fact, it was sug-
gested by someone before the committee
that it was the purpose to funnel the
trafic into the toll roads to make them
very profitable roads.

I think that is an inequity. If is un-
just, as the Senator from Rhode Island
has said.

Let us take a specific case. A road
has been completed as a toll road from
Kansas City to Topeka to Wichita. One-
half of the road in Kansas will be a part
of the Interstate System. It hasalready
been stated that it will be.

Persons who travel from Topeka,
Kans., to Kansas City will pay a toll.
They will be able to travel from EKansas
City to St. Louis on a free road. They
will not pay a toll to pay for the road
from Kansas City to Topeka. They will
pay taxes on gasoline and tires to travel
on the road from Kansas City to St.
Louis. I think that is unfair.

I understand the distinguished Sena-
tor from Tennessee is willing to take
the amendment to conference. He made
that statement. We cannot settle the
question here tonight, but we ought to
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say it is the intent of the Senate to
correct such a situation as I have
described. I think we ought to make
that a matter of record.

Mr, ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CARLSON. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. Does not the Sena-
tor think it would be extremely dan-
gerous to tamper with the whole toll
road situation as it has been set forth
in section 118?

Mr. CARLSON. I am not for toll
roads on the Interstate System. I think
I have described the situation accu-
rately. I sincerely hope the Senate will
be willing to express at least the intent
to remedy a situation which I mainfain
is most unfair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Con-
necticut [Mr, Busa] for himself and the
Senator from New York [Mr. LEaMAN]
to the committee amendment.

The amendment to the amendment
was rejected.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment designated “5-28-56-0"
and ask that it be read by title, and that
the amendment be printed at this point
in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the amendment will be
read by title, and will be printed at this
point in the REcorb.

Mr. BusH's amendment was, on page
35, beginning with line 11, to strike out
all through line 20, on page 36, and insert
in lieu thereof the following:

(b) It is hereby declared to be the policy
and intent of the Congress that the funds
authorized in subsection (a) of this sec-
tion shall be distributed among the several
States in such manner that each State will
receive the amount required to pay the Fed-
eral share of the approved actual cost of
completing the system in each State at an
orderly and uniform rate of progress and
with geometric standards uniformly applied
in the several States.

(¢) The additional sum herein authorized
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, and
the sum authorized for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1858, shall be apportioned im-
mediately upon enactment of this act. The
sums hereln authorized for the fiscal years
1957 and 1958 shall be apportioned among
the several States in the following manner:
Omne-half in the ratio which the population of
each State bears to the total population of
all the States, as shown by the latest avail-
able Federal census: Provided, That no State
shall receive less than three-fourths of 1
percent of the money so apportioned; and
one-half in the manner now provided by law
for the apportionment of funds for the
Federal-ald primary system: Provided jfur-
ther, That no State shall receive out of the
apportionments for the fiscal years 1957 and
1958 combined more than 15 percent nor
less than 10 percent of its estimate of total
needs for the National System of Interstate
Highways as shown in table I on pages 6 and
7 of House Document No. 120, 84th Con-
gress.

(d) All sums authorized by this section to
be appropriated for the fiscal years 1959
through 1969, inclusive, shall be apportioned
among the several States in the ratio which
the estimated cost of completing the Na-
tional System of Interstate Highways in each
BState bears to the estimated total cost of
completing the National System of Inter-
state Highways .in all of.the States. The
estimated costs shall be those set forth in
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the reports required to be filed by subsection
(f) of this section and shall be those con-
tained in the latest report so filed. Each
apportionment herein authorized for the
fiscal years 19589 through 1969, inclusive,
shall be made on a date as far in advance
of the beginning of the fiscal year for which
authorized, as practicable, but in no case
more than 18 months prior to the fiscal year
for which authorized.

(e) The geometric standards to be adopted
for the Natlonal System of Interstate High~
ways shall be those approved by the Secre-
tary of Commerce in cooperation with the
State highway departments. Such stand-
ards shall be adequate to accommodate the
types of volumes of traffic forecast for the
year 1975. The right-of-way width of the
Natlonal System of Interstate Highways shall
be adequate to permit construction of proj-
ects on the National System of Interstate
Highways up to such standards. The Sec-
retary of Commerce shall apply such stand-
ards uniformly throughout the States. Such
‘standards shall be adopted by the Secretary
of Commerce in cooperation with the State
highway departments as soon as practicable
after the enactment of this act.

(f) As soon as the standards provided for
in subsection (e) have been adopted, the
Secretary of Commerce shall request each
Btate highway department to make and fur-
nish to him before July 1, 1957, a further
study of the National System of Interstate
Highways within its boundaries and a de=
tailed estimate of the cost of completing the
same based upon such standards. Such
study and estimate shall be made in accord-
ance with such rules and regulations as may
be adopted by the Secretary of Commerce
and applied by him uniformly to all of the
States. Upon approval of such estimate by
the Becretary of Commerce, he shall, with-
in 10 days subsequent to January 2, 1958,
transmit to the Senate and the House of
Representatives a report of such study and
estimate. The Secretary of Commerce shall
use such estimate in making apportionments
for the fiscal years ending June 30, 1959,
June 30, 1960, June 30, 1961, and June 30,
1962. The Secretary of Commerce shall cause
& revised estimate to be made in the same
manner as stated above and shall transmit
the same to the Senate and the House of
Representatives within 10 days subsequent to
January 2, 1962, and shall use such revised
estimate in making apportionments for the
fiscal years ending June 30, 1963, June 30,
1964, June 30, 1965, and June 30, 1966. The
Secretary of Commerce shall cause a revised
estimate to be made in the same manner as
stated above and shall transmit the same
to the Senate and the House of Repre-
sentatives within 10 days subsequent to
January 2, 1966, and annually thereafter
through and including January 2, 1968, and
shall use such revised estimate in making
apportionments for the fiscal year which
begins next following the fiscal year in which
such report is filed. Whenever the Secre-
tary of Commerce, pursuant to this sub-
section, requests the State highway depart-
ments to furnish studies and estimates to
him, such highway departments shall furnish
coples of such studies and estimates at the
same time to the Senate and the House of
Representatives.

(g) The Federal share payable on account
of any project on the National System of
Interstate Highways provided for by funds
made available under the provisions of this
section shall be increased to 90 percent of
the total cost thereof, plus a percentage of
the remaining 10 percent of such cost in any
State containing unappropriated and un-
reserved public lands and nontaxable Indian
lands, individual and tribal, exceeding 5 per-
cent of the total area of all lands therein,
equal to the percentage that the area of such
lands in such State is of its total area: Pro-
vided, That such Federal share payable on
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any project in any State shall not exceed 95
percent of the total cost of such project.

(h) Any sums apportioned to any State
under the provisions of this section shall be
available for expendifure in that State for 2
years after the close of the fiscal year for
which such sums are authorized: Provided,
That such funds for any fiscal year shall be
deemed to be expended if a sum equal to the
total of the sums apportioned to the State
specifically for the National System of Inter-
state Highways for such fiscal year and pre-
vious fiscal years is covered by formal agree-
ments with the Secretary of Commerce for
the construction, reconstruction, or improve-
ment of specific projects under this section.

(i) Any amount apportioned to the States
under the provisions of this section unex-
pended at the end of the period during which
it is avallable for expenditure under the
terms of subsection (h) of this section shall
lapse: Provided, That any National System
of Interstate Highways funds released by the
payment of the final voucher or by the modi-
fication of the formal project agreement
shall be credited to the National System of
Interstate Highways funds previcusly ap-
portioned to the State and be immediately
avallable for expenditure.

On page 36, line 21, strike out “(d)”
and insert in lieu thereof “(j)."”

On page 37, line 22, strike out “(e)”
and insert in lieu thereof “(k).”

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I under-
stand the Senator from South Dakota
desires to leave soon in order to catch
an airplane. He has two minor amend-
ments which he thinks may be accepted
by the distinguished Senator from Ten-
nessee.

I ask unanimous consent that, with-
out losing my right to the floor, I may
yield to him for the purpose of enabling
him to call up his amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Isthere
objection to the reguest of the Senator
from Connecticut? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, I call up my amendment
designated “5-28-56-S" and ask that it
be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be read for the in-
formation of the Senate.

The CHier CLERE. On page 48, line
15, it is proposed to strike out all of sec-
tion 113 and insert in lieu thereof the
following:

Sec. 113. The Secretary of Commerce shall
study the deslgnat!on of routes heretofore
made for the National System of Interstate
I-Ilghways and determine whether those
routes as designated. best serve the purposes
of the system under present conditions and
those likely to prevail in 1974 and shall make
a report to the Congress not later than Jan-
uary 15, 1958, with his recommendations for
allocation or reallocation of the mllease of
the authorized system or any portions of it
not designated: Provided, That no presently
designated portion of the system shall be
modified without the concurrence of the
highway authority of the State or States
concerned.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, I yield myself 1 minufte,

Section 113 of the bill at the present
time is outdated. The reason is that at
the time the so-called Gore bill passed
the Senate last year, there were 2,800
undesignated miles- in the Interstate
System. Since that time the mileage
has been designated for the purpose of
eliminating bottlenecks in evacuation
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routes. The mileage is to be used for
the construction of urban roads. So the
directive in section 113 at the present
time has already been complied with.
It ought to be stricken from the bill.

I thought it would be appropriate to
have a report from the Secretary as to
the use of any odds and ends of mileage
which may remain undesignated.

Mr, GORE. I have conferred with the
Senator from South Dakota on the
amendment. I agree completely with
what he has said. The provision in the
bill related to the bill last year. It is
now outdated. The provision which the
Senator from South Dakota suggests is
an improvement and will bring the bill
up to date.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, I yield back the remainder
of my time.

Mr. GORE. I also yield back the
remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has been yielded
back. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment offered by the Senator
from South Dakota [Mr. Casel to the
committee amendment.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, I call up my amendment

-which is at the desk. The amendment

would insert a new section 118 follow-
ing the so-called Chavez amendment, I
ask that the amendment be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated for the in-
formation of the Senate.

The LecistaTive CLERK. On page 49,
after section 117 (the Chavez amend-
ment), it is proposed to insert a new
section as follows:

Sec. 118. In carrying out the duties of the

‘ foregoing section, the Secretary of Labor

shall consult with the highway authority of
the State in which a project on the Inter-
state System is to be performed. He shall

.make a predetermination of the minimum

wages to be pald laborers and mechanics in
accordance with the provisions of the fore-
going section which shall be set out in each
project advertisement for bids and each bid
proposal form and shall be made a part of
the contract covering the project.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, this is the language which the
Senator from New Mexico earlier sought
to add to his amendment, by unanimous
consent. It provides primarily for con-
sultation between the Secretary of the
Interior and the State hichway depart-
ments where an interstate project is lo-
cated; and, secondarily, that the de-
termination of wages shall be made be-
fore the project is advertised for bids, so
contractors will have definite informa-
tion as to what they are bidding on.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield.

Mr, CHAVEZ. The Senator from
New Mexico thinks it is surplusage lan-
guage, but we are willing to take it to
conference. I am willing to accept the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, BIBLE
in the chair). Does the Senator from
South Dakota yield back the remainder
of his time?

‘Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I do.
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Mr. GORE 1 yield back the time re-
maining to me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back. The question is
on agreeing to the amendment of the
amendment of the Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. Casel to the committee
amendment.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I wish
to thank the distinguished Senator from
Connecticut for his courtesy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair now recognizes the Senator from
Connecticut on his amendment, on page
35, beginning with line 11, to strike out
all through line 20 on page 36, and in-
sert in lieu thereof certain language.

Mr. BUSH. I hope the Senator from
South Dakota will have a happy land-
ing in South Dakota.

Mr. President, I shall try to contain
my remarks within 10 minutes,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Connecticut yields him-

‘self 10 minutes.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, on the
subject of this amendment, we had a
long discussion yesterday, and again to-
day, on the question of the allocation of
funds. The Senate finally voted this
afternoon on the Capehart amendment,
which was to adopt the allocation or ap-
portionment formula of the Fallon bill.
That was defeated by the Senate.

I remind Senators that the House

“passed the bill, with the Fallon appor-

tionment formula, by the enormous vote
of 388 to 19.

I have talked with members of the
House committee. I feel it only fair to
say they are going to stand very firmly
on the question of apportionment on the
ggliis of need, as outlined in the Fallon

111,

We have before us the Gore bill for-
mula, which is not based at all on the
question of need, but on the old-fash-
ioned formula, somewhat modified and
streamlined for 1954, so to speak, based
on population and mileage; but a formula
which can never build a National System
of Interstate Highways.

As has been pointed out repeatedly,
that formula results in overallocating
approximately $4.800 million worth of
funds, and underallocating approxi-
mately $4,700 million worth of funds, or

- it misses the mark altogether by a total

of those 2, which amounts to approxi-
mately $9,600 million.

The result is that it fails to dispose of
about 40 percent of the money which is
involved in the estimates for the cost of
the interstate highway system, namely,
$25 billion.

Of course, it is perfectly clear that we
shall never have an Interstate System if

- the formula in the Senate bill prevails.

I know it will not prevail, because the
House will never take it, since the vote
in the House was so overwhelming that
it cannot prevail. :
The purpose of my amendment is to
present a compromise which will use the
Gore formula for the period of the first
two years, providing that no more than
15 percent, nor less than 10 percent
of its estimated share, according to the
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estimates in the table in the House bill,
be allocated to any one State.

With regard to estimates, Mr. Presi-
dent, almost everything Congress does
is based on estimates. Every appropria-
tion bill which is passed is based on
estimates. We cannot get away from
the fact that we must have estimates on
which to base such a program as is now
proposed. The Gore formula itself pur-
ports to apportion $25 billion on the
basis of estimates, the same estimates
which are used in the Fallon bill.

What will be the effect of my amend-
ment? The effect of the amendment, so
far as the Senate committee bill is con-
cerned, will be that 13 States will gain
by it and 20 States will lose some of the
overage, which they will never be able to
spend, anyway, and 15 States will not be
affected, or will be affected only nomi-
nally by the change in the formula.

The net result will be that some 28
States will be as well or better off, and
20 States will lose somewhat, but will
still have a guaranty that 100 percent of
their part of the interstate highway sys-
tem will be built in their States.

Respecting the comparison with the
Fallon bill, which, of course, the House
has approved by an overwhelming vote,
the compromise would improve the sta-
tus of 30 States vis-a-vis the House for-
mula, as compared with 17 States losing
vis-a-vis the House formula. Inciden-
tally, my own State of Connecticut would
be one of the losing States; it would lose
some $10 million in the 2-year period,
vis-a-vis the House formula, if my own
compromise should be approved. One
State, the State of Oregon, would not be
affected noticeably by the amendment,

So if Senators who continue to look at
this proposition on the basis of how
much money is to be allocated to the
States, are willing to concede that
the States will not be able to spend the
overage, because it will go into the
Treasury and stay there, I think they
will agree this is a very fair basis for
compromise. I have had conversation
with members of the committee in the
House. They might be willing to accept
the compromise, but they never will ac-
cept the formula proposed by the Sen-
ate committee bill, because they are de-
termined to have an Interstate System
of highways started, and they know that
under the Senate version, the roads will
never be built.

Mr. President, that is all I have to say
on my amendment. I strongly recom-
mend to the Senate, the amendment and
its formula for allocation, and I hope it
will be favorably acted on.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Tennessee desire to
speak in opposition to the amendment?

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, as
acting majority leader, I desire to yield
gack all time remaining to the opposi-

on.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Connecticut desire to
yield back the time remaining to him?

Mr. BUSH. If no Senator desires to
speak on the amendment, I yield back
the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All
time is yielded back. The question is
on agreeing to the amendment of the
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Senator from Connecticut [Mr, BusH]
to the committee amendment on page
35, beginning with line 11.

The amendment fo the amendment
was rejected.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I have
an amendment at the desk, which I ask
to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Has
the amendment been printed?

Mr. CURTIS. No; it has not been
printed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Senator from Ne-
braska to the committee amendment will
be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com-
mittee amendment on page 49, between
lines 24 and 25, it is proposed to insert
a new section, as follows:

SEec. 119. Funds authorized by this title
to be appropriated, to the extent approved
a8 necessary by the highway authority of
any State, may be used for archeological and
paleontological salvage in that State in com-
pliance with the act entitled “An act for the
preservation of American antiquities,” ap-
proved June 8, 1906 (34 Stat. 225), and State
laws where applicable,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Nebraska is recognized.
How much time does he yield to him-
self?

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 1 minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Nebraska is recognized for
1 minute.

Mr., CURTIS. Mr. President, when
excavations are made in connection
with construction of our Interstate
Highway System, it is very important
that the scientific and historical value
of the fossils and other materials un-
earthed be preserved, and that the col-
leges, universities, museums, and scien-
tists of the land have an opportunity to
preserve these materials for all time to
come,

This amendment will make that pos-
sible. It will not require any new funds,
but will require only a very small portion
of the money which will be spent any-
way.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 1 minute on this amendment to the
committee amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Tennessee is recognized for
1 minute.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, as I under-
stand the amendment, it is not identical
with the similar amendment adopted by
the House, but differs in sufficient detail
to require a conference. I further under-
stand that the amendment does not pro-
vide for the expenditure of any additional
money.

Mr. CURTIS. That is correct.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I accept
the amendment, and I yield back the re-
mainder of the time available to me.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I yield
E:ck the remainder of the time available

me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
remaining on the amendment to the
amendment has been yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Ne-
braska to the committee amendment.
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The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
call up my statement identified as “5-15-
56—A.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Senator from Arkan-
sas will be stated.

The LecistaTIVE CLERK. On page

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is advised that amendments to title
II are not now in order, inasmuch as the
Senate is still considering title I.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, in
that case I call up an amendment to title
I which I send to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment to the committee amend-
ment will be stated.

The CHIEF CLERK. In the committee
amendment on page 50, between lines 8
and 9, it is proposed to insert a new sec-
tion, as follows:

SEC. 118. (a) All wage determinations made
by the Secretary of Labor under the act of
March 3, 1931, as amended, known as the
Davis-Bacon Act (40 U. 8. C., sec. 276a et
seq.), which are applicable to highway con-
struction contracts entered into under this
title, shall, notwithstanding the provisions
of section 4 of the Administrative Procedure
Act, be subject to such act, and made on the
record after opportunity for hearing. Review
of any such wage determination, or the ap-
plicability of any such wage determination,
may be had within 90 days after such deter-
mination is made in the manner provided in
section 10 of the Administrative Procedure
Act by any person adversely affected or ag-
grieved thereby, who shall be deemed to in-
clude any contractor or subcontractor en-
gaged In the same type of construction oper-
ating in the locality to which such wage
determination is applicable,

(b) Notwithstanding the inclusion of any
stipulation required by any provision of said
act of March 3, 1931, in any highway con-
struction contract made subject to such act
by this section, any interested person shall
have the right of judicial review of any issue
which might otherwise be raised.

(¢) No appeal taken as herein provided
shall in any way delay the advertising for
bids or the awarding of contracts,

On page 50, line 9, strike out “118” and
insert in lieu thereof “119.”

On page 50, line 12, strike out “119"
and insert in lieu thereof “120.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Arkansas is recognized on
his amendment to the amendment. How
much time does he yield to himself?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr, President, I
yield myself 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Arkansas is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, this
amendment is very similar to one adopt-
ed by the Senate in regard to the Walsh-
Healey Act. I had not intended to offer
the amendment unless, of course——

Mr. BENDER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Arkansas yield?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. For what purpose
does the Senator from Ohio request me
to yield?

Mr. BENDER. I understand there is
no objection on this side of the aisle to
the amendment. I have three Memorial
Day speeches to make tomorrow, and I
am running against a part-time Demo-
crat, I would appreciate it if the Sen-
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ator from Arkansas would give us an
opportunity to vote. [Laughter.]

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Arkansas has been recog-
nized.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, let
me inguire whether the statement the
Senator from Ohio has made means that
he approves of a full-time Democrat, but
that at the present time he is contesting
with only a half-time Democrat?
[Laughter.]

Mr. President, I shall not delay the
Senate very long.

Adoption of the Chavez amendment
of course makes it appropriate that this
amendment be submitted. The amend-
ment merely provides for an appeal from
decisions had under the Chavez amend-
ment.

Mr. President, I shall not take further
time on this amendment. Of course, I
wish to be recognized on my amendment
to title II, which I thought would be
appropriate for consideration at this
time.

I yield back the remainder of the time
available to me on this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator in charge of the time in
opposition to the amendment yield back
the time available to him?

Mr, GORE. I do.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has been either used
or yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Arkan-
sas to the committee amendment. [Put-
ting the question.]

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment identified as “5-28-
56-G.” Instead of having the amend-
ment read, inasmuch as it has been
printed and lies on the desks of Senators,
I ask that the amendment be printed at
this point in the REcorp, without reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
McNaMmara in the chair). Is there ob-
jection? Without objection, the amend-
ment to the committee amendment will
be printed at this point in the Recorb.

The amendment submitted by Mr.
LeaMaN to the committee amendment is
as follows:

On page 45, beginning with line 20, strike
out down through line 4 on page 47 and
insert In lieu thereof the following:

“Sgc. 110. (a) Subject to the conditions
contained in this section, whenever a State
shall pay for the cost of relocation of utility
facilities necessitated by the construction
of a project on the Federal aid primary or
secondary systems or on the National System
of Interstate Highways, including extensions
thereof within urban areas, Federal funds
may be used to reimburse the State for such
cost in the same proportion as Federal funds
are expended on the project: Provided, That
Federal funds shall not be apportioned to
the States under this section when the pay-
ment to the utility violates the law of the
State or violates a legal contract between the
utility and the State.

“(b) For the purposes of this section, the
term ‘utility’ shall include publicly, pri-
vately, and cooperatively owned utilities.

*(e) For the purposes of this section, the
term ‘cost of relocation' shall include the
entire amount paid by such utility properly
attributable to such relocation after deduct-
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ing therefrom any increase in the value of
the new facility and any salvage value derived
from the old facility.

“(d) No more than 2 percent of any sum
apportioned to any State for any fiscal year
may be expended under the provisions of
this section, and expenditures under this
section from any such sum shall be made
only with respect to utility relocations in
connection with projects prosecuted by the
use of such sum.”

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I favor
adoption of this amendment, which re-
stores the House language on this point,
because the House language simply codi-
fies existing practice.

This is a so-called utility relocation
amendment.

This amendment substitutes permis-
sive terms for mandatory terms. Its ef-
fect is to authorize the Secretary of Com-
merce to reimburse States which make a
practice of compensating their public
utilities when they ask their publiec util-
ities to move equipment so that highway
alterations and improvements may be
made.

The House provision says, Mr. Presi-
dent, that Federal funds may be used to
reimburse the States in the same propor-
tion as that which applies to the project
involved. In other words, if the payment
made to the utilities by a State relates
to the Interstate System, then the State
may be reimbursed for 90 percent of that
payment. If the payment relates to con-
struction on other parts of the Federal-
aid system, the State may be reimbursed
for 50 percent.

But, Mr. President, the main point of
this amendment is that it will make
the law permissive. It will say to the
States, “Continue your existing prac-
tice with regard to public utility loca-
tions, and we will count this as a cost of
construetion, and reimburse you in the
proper proportions.”

The Senate provision does just the op-
posite. Instead of continuing the present
practice it would substitute a new fea-
ture. Its effect would be to say that if
a State does not compensate the utility
the Federal Government will. The Sen-
ate provision makes compensation of the
utility mandatory. Such mandatory
compensation is unfair and unjustified
in many States.

In New York State, by long-standing
custom, public utilities place their tele-
phone poles, pipelines, and wires on the
public highway without any charge
whatsoever. They get this right for
nothing, with the distinet understanding
that if it becomes necessary to move
such facilities they will do so.

That agreement has existed for many
years. The Senate committee provision
would turn it into a bonanza for many
utilities. They would get their gratui-
tous easements on New York State roads,
and in addition receive compensation
from the Federal Government.

The language of the Senate commit-
tee provision states flatly that this com-
pensation shall be regarded as a right of
the private utilities. They have no such
right, and we should not give it to
them now. In some States and under
certain circumstances private utilities
must pay for their rights-of-way. In
some cases it may be fair to offer fair
compensation. The effect of the lan-
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guage for which I am arguing, which is
merely permissive language, would be to
make it possible to take care of such
cases without creating unwarranted
windfalls in other States, such as New
York.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. I commend the Sen-
ator in unmeasured terms for offering
this amendment. The Senate version
as it is now worded requires that, even
though the State law prohibits reim-
bursement, and even though the original
undes was that the utility was
on the right-of-way by sufferance and
that the expense of moving was to be its
own, nevertheless, the Federal Govern-
ment, out of its generosity, is going to
force a 50-percent payment of costs, and
take that much away from the States
which would otherwise have the money
with which to build roads.

I support the distinguished Senator
in the position he takes. I think it is
sound States rights, and it is good busi-
ness for our Government. I hope the
Senate will adopt his amendment.

Mr. LEHMAN. I thank the Senator
from Florida. He is absolutely correct
in his analysis of the amendment.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LEHMAN. Iyield.

Mr, LANGER. I received a Iletter
from the North Dakota Highway Com-
mission, During all the years they have
had an agreement with the public utili-
ties whereby the utilities get the right-
of-way along the highway for nothing.
The agreement provides that at any
time the facilities must be moved, they
will be moved at the expense of the
utilities. I strongly object to the re-
quirement in the Senate version of the
bill that the Government pay one-half
the cost of moving the facilities. I hope
the Senator will permit me to join him
as a cosponsor of his amendment.

Mr. LEHMAN. I thank the Senator
from North Dakota.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for one further ob-
servation?

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. Under the present
situation, if any property right is in-
volved, the utility has the right to be paid
in full, and such property right cannot
be taken away from it, either by the
Federal Government, the State, or any
other public body without compensation.
The provision in the bill as it now stands
is a proposed gratuity out of Federal
funds, nothwithstanding the opposition
of State laws; and eventually the gra-
tuity would come out of the State's
pocket, because it would cut down the
contribution to the State for the building
of highways.

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator from
Florida is eminently correct. In New
York State, as far back as I can recall,
we have given the public utilities the
right to place their poles, wires, and
other facilities on the State-owned
right-of-way. Under the terms of the
bill, as it now stands, the utilities would
have to be reimbursed if they were asked
to move. This provision represents a



9220

raid on the Treasury of the United
States, without doing any of the States
any good, save in those instances in
whieh the public utilities have paid for
rights-of-way. Of course, the Senator
from Florida is correct when he says
that if any taking of property from the
publie utilities in involved, they will have
to be reimbursed.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I join the Senator
from Florida and the Senator from
North Dakota is commending the Sena-
tor from New York for offering this
amendment.

As I understand, in virtually every
State no charge is made to the utilities
for locating telephone poles, electric
poles, and so forth, on rights-of-way
owned by the States or by the local gov-
ernments. I think that is the situation
in virtually all the States. Therefore,
the utilities are already being given a
very important privilege for which no
charge is made.

If there are States or localities where,
under State law, compensation is given
to the utilities for relocation of the fa-
cilities, then under the provision passed
by the House and proposed by the Sen-
ator from New York, compensation
would still be paid; but the Senator from
New York is closing the provision in the
Senate version of the bill which requires
the Federal Government to meet 50 per-
cent of the cost, even though State law
expressly forbids any payment whatso-
ever for relocation.

The Senator from Illinois had in-
tended to offer an amendment to this
effect. He is delighted that the Senator
from New York has taken up the cause.
The Senator from Illinois would esteem
it a great privilege if he were permitted
to join as a cosponsor of the amendment,
I hope it may be adopted.

Mr. LEHMAN. I thank the Senator
from Illinois very much, indeed.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the senior Senator from North
Dakota and the senior Senator from Illi-
nois be joined with me as cosponsors of
the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

The committee found this to be one
of the most troublesome problems in
connection with the bill. I acknowl-
edge that at first I opposed providing
any relief for the utilities. I suppose
that in taking that position I was think-
ing of reimbursing a utility company,
a telephone company, or an electrical
utility company which had utility poles
on the right-of-way under an agree-
ment that it would move them when re-
quested to do so.

What caused me to modify my own
position, and I believe what led the com-
mittee to recommend the provision
which is now before the Senate, was the
plight of utilities such as water systems
and sewer systems in small communi-
ties. When we begin a vast road-build-
ing program such as is envisioned in
the pending bill, many local communi-
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ties will face insurmountable problems.
I have in mind a small community with-
in my own State with which I am
familiar. A six-lane drive went through
the center of this little community. It
destroyed a water system for which the
little community had just bonded itself.
It was unable to sell bonds to construet
another water system. Similar situa-
tions were found time after time, in
State after State.

In addition, it was found that some
States reimburse the utilities for the
cost of relocation, and some do not.
The committee felt that there should
be some reasonable uniformity—at
least that some equity was involved. So
what we have recommended and what is
before the Senate is a provision that
the utilities shall be entitled to 50 per-
cent of the cost of moving after they
deduct the value of the replacement,
whether the State has a policy of pay-
ing by law or by custom or otherwise.

That is the feeling of the commitiee.
That is my feeling. There is a limita-
tion. The compensation may not exceed
2 percent of the cost of the project. So
far as I am concerned, I do not feel too
strongly about it. It may be that the
committee erred in reaching that deci-
sion, but we reached it in good con-
science, thinking we would respond to
the equities and the needs of the sit-
uation, particularly in small communi-
ties. Whatever the Senate wishes to
do with it, it is a subject for Senate
action.

Mr. LEHMAN. I may say to the Sen-
ator from Tennessee that I believe he
overlooks the fact that we are not pre-
venting reimbursement in the bill. The
House bill makes it permissive where it
is necessary, but the Senate bill makes
it mandatory. It looks to me like a
raid on the Treasury of the United
States.

Mr. GORE. I respectfully say to the
Senator-

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. GORE. I yield myself 1 addi-
tional minute. The committee did not
regard it as a raid. The committee did
not intend to approve a raid on the
Treasury. It is not reimbursement for
money the utility has spent in locating
on the highway. It is reimbursement
for the expense of relocating after there
is deducted therefrom the value of the
improvements to the system as the result
of the relocation. The committee may
have erred, but at least if the Senate will
approve the committee bill, there will be
& difference, and the matter will be in
conference as between the two bills, and
we will do all we can to arrive at an
equitable provision.

Mr. LEHMAN. I want to vote on the
amendment, because I think it is an ab-
solutely fair amendment, I do not want
to deprive anyone of his rights.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. GORE. I yield myself an addi-
tional minute.

Mr. LEHMAN. However, where a
public utility company in New York, for
example, or in any other State, has had
to pay for the right-of-way, and is com-
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pelled to move out of the right-of-way,
it will be compensated. Where they
have been permitted to place their facil-
ities on State property with the under-
standing that they will remove the
facilities without compensation, to com-
pel payment under those circumstances,
;l:eas not seem to me to be the right thing
0.

Mr. GORE. Were there involved only
that which the Senator has referred to,
I would find myself in agreement with
him. The matter he suggests will be in
conference, because it is largely a dupli-
cation of the provision of the House hill.
It will be in conference anyway. If I
should accept the amendment, it would
more or less tie the hands of the com-
mittee, and we would not have any lee-
way to work out the equitable provision
I hope we will be able to work out.

Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. GORE. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. I wonder whether
it would not be a good thing to tie the
hands of the committee on this matter.
It might be a good idea to tie their hands.

Mr. . It is such a clear-cut
proposal—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Tennessee has again
expired.

Mr. LEHMAN. I ask for a vote.

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote!

Mr. . Because of the late-
ness of the hour, I shall not ask for a
yea and nay vote, but I do ask for a vote
on the amendment.

Mr, GORE. I yield back the remain-
der of my time.

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.,

'I'hse Ptlg.ESiIDING OFFICER. Does
any Senator yield time for that purpose?
No time is yielded. ¥

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
New York [Mr. LEEMAN] to the Commit-
tee amendment. The amendment to the
amendment is agreed to.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I have
two other amendments at the desk. If
any Senator wishes to offer an amend-
ment, I will not preempt his time.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, a par=-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Has the Chair an-
nounced the result of the vote on the
amendment offered by the Senator from
New York?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair announced that the amendment
offered by the Senator from New York
was agreed to.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I send to
the desk my amendment “5-18-56-C,” as
I have modified it, and I ask the clerk to
read it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Secretary will state the amendment.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK, On page 36,
beginning with line 21, it is proposed to
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strike out all through line 21 on page 37
and insert in lieu thereof the following:

(d) No funds authorized to be appropri=-
ated for any fiscal year by this section shall
be apportioned to any State within the boun-
daries of which the Interstate System may
lawfully be used by vehicles with weight in
excess of 18,000 pounds carried on any 1
axle, or with a tandem axle weight in excess
of 32,000 pounds, with an overall gross weight
in excess of 73,280 pounds, or with a width in
exces of 96 inches, or the corresponding max-
imum weights or minimum width permitted
for vehicles using the public highways of
such State under laws or regulations estab-
lished by appropriate State authority in effect
on July 1, 1956, whichever is the greater. Any
amount which is withheld from apportion-
ment to any State pursuant to the foregoing
provisions shall lapse: Provided, however,
That nothing herein shall be construed to
deny apportionment to any State allowing
the operation within such State of any ve-
hicles or combinations thereof that could
lawfully be operated within such State on
July 1, 1958.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes. I submitted the
amendment to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel in the
form I had originally submitted it to
the Senate. In a series of discussions
with him, certain limiting factors have
been added to it, in accordance with the
copy which has been read by the clerk.
The Senator from Tennessee has ad-
vised me that with these modifications
he is willing to accept the amendment.
If there are any questions, I shall be
glad to answer them.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. KERR. I yield.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I do not have a
copy of the modified amendment before
me. I do not have the text of the
amendment as it has been worked out
by the Senator from Oklahoma with the
Senator from Tennessee, who is han-
dling the bill. As I understand, it is
amendment “5-18-56-C,” with additional
language which has been agreed to be-
tween the Senator from Oklahoma and
the Senator from Tennessee. The mod-
ification is on page 1, line 6, to strike
out the words “or the maximum corre-
sponding axle weight permitted for ve-
hicles,” and to insert in lieu thereof the
words “with an overall gross weight in
excess of 73,280 pounds, or with a width
in excess of 96 inches, or the correspond-
ing maximum weights or minimum
width permitted for vehicles.”

Mr. KERR. That is correct.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I should like to
ask the Senator whether there would be
any objection to taking to conference a
modification providing for a limitation
on height and length of vehicles. Some
of the vehicles are becoming longer than
boxcars and so high that they cannot
go under the normal clearances in the
highway system. I do not know whether
that would be finally advisable, but it
seems to me that if a height and length
were added to the width and weight,
the committee on conference would have
the whole subject matter before it.

Mr. KERR. The language now in the
amendment conforms in general to the
recommendations of the American Asso-
ciation of State Highway Officials. It
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conforms generally to the requirements
of the Federal Bureau of Public Roads.
In fact, the Bureau of Public Roads had
approved the language of the amend-
ment before the additional limitations
were inserted in it.

On the basis of the table shown in the
recommendations of the American Asso-
ciation of State Highway Officials, it is
indicated that a truck with a gross
weight of 73,280 pounds is approximately
57 feet long. The limitation with ref-
erence to axle and tandem just about
fixes the specification of the length.

However, the reason why I did not in-
clude a specification for length and the
reason why I do not believe the distin-
guished Senator from California would
wish to insist upon it is that in some of
the Western States licenses are issued
for the addition of another trailer to a
truck, where there are long stretches
of open road and little congestion of
traffic. The language of the amend-
ment before the Senator from California
would not prevent that being allowed by
the regulatory bodies or authorities of
the State, and at the same time the
specifications which the Senator holds
in his hand generally conform to the
recommendations of the American Asso-
ciation of State Highway Officials.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I thank the Sen-
ator for his explanation.

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr.
President, will the Senator from Okla-
homa yield? ¥

Mr. KERR. I yield to the Senator
from Pennsylvania.

Mr., MARTIN of Pennsylvania. In
order that Senators may be better in-
formed, will the distinguished Senator
from Oklahoma explain the difference
between what is provided in his amend-
ment and what is in the House bill?

Mr, KERR. The House bill is identi-
cal with the amendment which I have
offered, with the exception that alter-
native limitations have been added.
No. 1, a gross total weight of 73,280
pounds. No. 2, a gross width of 96
inches. Otherwise, the limitation in
the amendment as offered by me is iden-
tical with the language of the House
bill.

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. May
I ask what is the maximum weight pro-
vided in the House bill?

Mr. KEERR. The House bill as written
has as the limitation on the gross weight
18,000 pounds carried on any one axle,
or with a tandem axle weight in excess
of 32,000 pounds, or the maximum cor-
responding axle weight permitted for
vehicles using the public highways of the
State under laws or regulations estab-
lished by appropriate State authority in
effect on July 1, 1956, whichever is the
greater.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Oklahoma yield?

Mr. EERR. I yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. As I read the
amendment, the State laws in existence
on July 1 or to be in existence on July 1
shall prevail.

Mr. KERR. Whichever is the greater.
If under a State law or regulation estab-
lished by the appropriate State author-
ity, in effect on July 1, 1956, a vehicle
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with specifications in excess of those pre-
scribed in the amendment is operated,
then the specifications of the State law
or of the State regulatory authority will
prevail.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. How does the
weight of 73,280 pounds compare with
that provided in the laws of the State of
Massachusetts or of the State of Okla-
homa? .

Mr. KERR. In Oklahoma I believe
the present gross weight is 64,000 pounds.
I do not know from memory what it is in
the State of Massachusetts, but if the
State of Massachusetts at this time by
law or by appropriate regulation permits
a gross weight in excess of the amount
stated in the amendment, the limitation
of the State would be controlling.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. And the same
wouud be true if it were less?

Mr. KERR. If the provision of the
State is less, then the limiting factor is
written in the law.

Mr, SALTONSTALL. I thank the
Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, will the Senator from
Oklahoma yield?

Mr. KERR. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
should like to ask if this amendment is
adopted how long and how high could a
truck be?

Mr. KERR. As long or as high as is
permitted by the laws or regulations of
the State, provided it did not weigh in
excess of 73,280 pounds. If the Senator
will look at the amendment he will see
that the tandem axle weight is limited
to 32,000 pounds. With two tandem
axles under the vehicle the weight would
be 64,000 pounds. Then the weight of
the truck itself or the part of the vehicle
that furnishes the motive power under
ordinary circumstances would bring the
weight of the vehicle up to 73,280 pounds.
So that for all practical purposes, under
this amendment, the length would be
limited either to 4 single axles or to 2
tandem axles, and if that of itself did not
limit its length, then there would be only
that limitation which is fixed by the
Senator's State.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Would the State law prevail even though
the pending bill should be enacted into
law?

Mr. KERR. The amendment specifi-
cally provides that the gross weight and
width shall not exceed the specifications
in the amendment, unless maximum cor-
responding axle weight or length is per-
mitted for vehicles using the public high-
ways of the State under laws or regula-
tions established by appropriate State
authority in effect on July 1, 1956. The
amendment is not exclusive in its ap-
plication. It is one of the two alternate
limitations which will be in effect.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Why does the Senator limit it in two
details and not go into the other?

Mr. KERR. As explained to the Sen-
ator from California, to all intents and
purposes, the length is limited, but in
certain Western States, where there are
long stretches of road and little inter-
ference with traffic of this kind, the
State authorities now have in effect pro-
visions which permit trucks to operate
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which have an extra trailer on behind
the regular transportation part of the
vehicle.

It is not the purpose of the amendment
to interfere with that. It is the thought
in my mind and in the minds of those
who agree that the limitations in this
amendment will be adequate, because in
those States where circumstances do not
permit the longer vehicle, the State reg-
ulatory bodies have already established
limits on the length of vehicles. This
amendment does not interfere with that.
WO STATE LIMITS—THEN ANY FUTURE ACT MUST

CONFORM TO FEDERAL LAW

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Oklahoma yield?

Mr. KERR. I yield.

Mr. MALONE. I have listened care-
fully to the Senator’s explanation. If
there are no laws on the subject such as
weight, length, or height, if a State has
no such limitation, and this amendment
becomes part of the law, if the State
should pass any law on the subject later,
it would have to conform to the Federal
law? There is no limitation on weight,
length, or height in my State of Nevada,

Mr. KERR. In my judgment, there is
either a limitation or there is a regula-
tory authority that could establish one.

Mr. MALONE. The Senator means
it could be done by Executive order be-
fore the date fixed?

Mr. KERR. Under law or regulation
established by appropriate State au-
thority.

Mr. MALONE. I do not believe that
any agency in our State can exercise
such authority, and our State legislature
does not meet until 1957. I am not sure
we have that authority.

Mr. KERR. In effect on July 1, 19586.

Mr. MALONE. But if there is to be no
limitation until the date fixed in the
Senator's amendment, then any limita-
tion fixed by the State of Nevada or any
other State after that date would have
to conform to the Federal law.

Mr. KERR. The Senator is correct.
But, in my judgment, the highway de-
partment in the Senator’s State now has
the regulations in effect.

Mr. MALONE, No; I am informed
that it does not.

Mr. KERR. I feel certain in my own
mind that it does, but I defer to the Sen-
ator’s knowledge.

Mr. MATIONE., I am informed that
there are no limitations now in effect on
weight, length or height.

Mr. EERR. Is the Senator of the
opinion that the hichway department of
his State could not fix limitations?

Mr. MALONE. It is not usual for our
State legislature to allow the highway
department to make law. The highway
department generally proposes the laws
to the legislature which it desires and
then conforms to the action of the law-
making body.

Mr. KERR. In Oklahoma the high-
way department fixes the regulations
controlling, either to carry out State law
i:: under permissive provisions of State

W,

Mr. MALONE. Nevada has no State
law covering the weight, length or
height specifications. It is my opinion
‘that the highway department could
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adopt regulations carrying out the State
law, but could not make the law.

Mr. KEERR. Under the language of
the bill as passed by the House, the limi-
tations would be, in effect, similar to
those proposed in the amendment.
Under the language of the bill as re-
ported by the Senate Committee on Pub-
lic Works, more stringent limitations
would be in effect than those proposed
in the amendment or than those in the
provisions of the bill as passed by the
House,

Mr. MALONE., Could not the Senator
from Oklahoma amend his amendment
to provide that a State which has no ap-
plicable legislation, and would not have
a meeting of the legislature before the
date fixed in the amendment, and in
which a State agency is not allowed fo
make law, could pass such legislation at
the next meeting of the legislature?

Mr. KERR. I am of the opinion that
the highway department of the Senator’s
State could make such regulations to-
morrow if it wanted to do so.

Mr. MALONE. I am not so informed.

Mr. KERR. If they could, then their
regulations would be controlling.

Mr. MALONE. But I am not so in-
formed. I think it could cause a very
bad situation.

Mr. KERR. The Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] has handed me a
table of information prepared by the Bu-
reau of Public Roads under date of Feb-
ruary 1956,

The table contains the State legal
maximum limits of motor vehicle sizes
and weights as compared with AASHO
standards. AASHO is an abbreviation
for American Association of State High-
way Officials.

In the table I find that Nevada has at
this time a maximum width of 96 inches,
the same as is provided in the amend-
ment.

The table shows no regulation for
height in feet and inches, and there is
none in the amendment.

Single unit: No regulation.

Axleload, pounds: 18,000, statutory
limit, including a statutory enforcement
tolerance of 18,900.

Tandem limitation: 32,000 pounds,
which is identical with the amendment.
That includes a statutory enforcement
tolerance of 33,600 pounds.

Type of restriction: Applicable to any
group of axles under 18 feet.

So there seem to be quite a few limi-
tations on vehicles in the Senator’s State.
I do not think the amendment would
conflict with any of them.

Mr., MALONE. Is there a limitation
on weight or length?

Mr. KERR. There is no limitation
on length in the bill.

Mr., MALONE. Is there a limitation
on weight?

Mr. KEERR. The table indicates that
the limitation for a 5-axle vehicle would
be 74,000 pounds; in other combinations,
76,800 pounds. The axle and tandem
limitations are identical with those in
the bill.

Apparently, by whatever authority in
the Senator’s State, the 5-axle vehicle
could weigh 720 pounds more than the
gross weight provided in the bill, and
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any other wvehicle- could weigh 3,520
pounds more.

Mr. MALONE. Is there a limitation
on the number of axles?

Mr. KERR. The limitations now in
effect in the Senator's State, as disclosed
by the table, are the same as would pre-
vail under the amendment.

Mr. MALONE. Is there a limitation
upon the number of axles? The Senator
from Oklahoma has stated there is a
limitation on weight for five axles. But
is there any other limitation on the num-
ber of axles?

Mr. KERR. As I read the table, there
is an overall limitation of 76,800 pounds.

Mr. MALONE. For five axles?

Mr. KERR. No. If the Senator will
look at the table with me, he will see that
it discloses that for five axles the limita-
tion is 74,000 pounds, and that the limi-
tation for other combinations is 76,800
pounds.

Mr. MALONE. I am informed that
there is no limitation on the length,
weight, or height. What is the real in-
tent of the amendment, in the first place?

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator speak louder, so that we may
participate in the debate?

Mr. KERR. I am sure that the Sena-
tor from Minnesota is addressing himself
to the Senator from Nevada, and the
Senator from Nevada must answer for
himself.

Mr. THYE. The colloquy may cover
the question I have in mind.

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Nevada
now sees, I believe, that his State does
have limitations in every respect in which
the amendment would place limitations;
and having them, and once they are in
effect in his State, the law or the regula-
tion of the regulatory authority would
prevail,

The Senator from Nevada has asked
the Senator from Oklahoma why the lim-
itations are in the bill. I shall try to
answer that question.

The Bureau of Public Roads and the
American Association of State Highway
Officials have published findings and re-
ports indicating that roads of certain
specifications are capable of standing up
under operations by vehicles of certain
specifications.

At this time there are 48 sets of regu-
lations and limitations in effect through-
out the Nation. All of them apply to any
part of the Interstate System within
those States. Under the bill it is con-
templated that the Federal Government
will spend, I believe, $25 billion in the
next 13 years, and that the States will
spend $2,500,000,000, or a little more—
or approximately that—in completing
40,000 miles of interstate highways.

It is the conviction of the committee
and of the Senator from Oklahoma, and
certainly it must have been the convie-
tion of the membership of the House,
that these highways will be built to bear
certain loads, carry certain weights, and
render certain services. They will not,
however, be built to endure under con-
ditions not now in contemplation.

In preparing the amendment, I rec-
ognized that where a State already has
its regulations, its laws, and its limita-
tions, it is not the purpose of Congress
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to change them or to violate them.
However, on the basis of the best in-
formation available to us, and on the
basis of consultation with the repre-
sentatives of the American Trucking
Association, and also on the basis of the
best estimate we can make, the limita-
tions in the amendment will protect
those roads.

That is my answer to the Senator’s
question.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. KERR. Let me finish answering
the question of the Senator from Nevada,
then I will yield to the Senator from Min-
nesota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota has about 5 min-
utes remaining. The Chair suggests
that the time be divided.

Mr. KERR. Very well.

Mr. MALONE. The Senator from Ok-
lahoma has been very fair in the com-
mittee, as he has been in his explana-
tions. I notice from the table that
neither height, weight, nor length is re-
stricted in Nevada.

Mr. EERR. And it is not restricted in
the bill.

Mr. MAL.ONE. I notice that a single
truck or bus is not restricted in length.
I notice that the other combinations and
the number of towed units are not re-
stricted. The number of trailer units is
not restricted. Semitrailers and full
trailers are not restricted. My point in
the first place was that if it became
necessary to pass legislation covering
areas not now included in regulations,
then such law must conform to the Fed-
eral law—and it would be more restrictive
than the surrounding States.

Mr. KERR. But I call the Senator’s
attention fo the fact that every such unit
is subject to the regulations and limita-
tions of the State, which are either iden-
tical with those in the amendment or
which will still be in effect after the pas-
sage of the provisions of the amendment,
if it is agreed to.

Mr. MALONE. But I do not see the
reason for the amendment, when the
provision is already in the House bill,
and covered generally by the Gore pro-
vision. The bill will go to conference.
Then the conference committee will have
complete information as to the States
which have no rules or regulations or no
law affecting certain areas, which will
not have an opportunity to pass a law
between now and July 1, or whatever
date the amendment would go into effect.
Therefore, I do not see the reason for
the amendment.

Mr. KERR. I regret that the Senator
takes that view, but again I say I do not
believe his State will be injured by the
amendment.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Oklahoma yield?

Mr. KERR. I yield to the Senator
from Minnesota.

Mr. THYE. Does the amendment im-
pose any restrictions on width over those
which may exist in State laws?

Mr. EERR. If the present State law
or regulation of an appropriate authority
permits a greater width than 8 feet, then
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the width fixed by the State will prevail.
Does that answer the Senator’s question?

Mr. THYE. That does not clarify the
matter.

Mr. KERR. Letme sayitagain. The
Senator from Minnesota asked the Sena-
tor from Oklahoma whether, if the State
permitted a greater width, the amend-
ment would limit the operation of the
State regulation.

I say to the Senator from Minnesota
if the law or regulation in his State in
effect on July 1 gives permission for a
greater width, then the width permitted
by the State will prevail. Does that an-
swer the question?

Mr. THYE. My question was in the re-
verse, but the Senator has answered it in
two ways, so my interpretation of the
Senator’'s reply is that his amendment
does not impose any restriction on a
trucker operating in a State if the State
permits his operation.

Mr. KERR. If the State permits a
trucker to operate with greater specifica-
tions than are provided in the amend-
ment, those in effect in the State will
prevail.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. KERR. I was about to yield to the
Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I merely wished to
make clear the Senator’s statement. In
reverse English, what would happen if a
State provides for a lesser width?

Mr. KERR. If a State law provides for
a lesser width, naturally, the State law
would have to be abided by. The amend-
ment does not violate the integrity of a
State which has limitations more exact-
ing than those provided in the bill, It
only provides, insofar as the bill and its
effect are concerned, that the greater
latitude of the two will be permitted by
the provisions of the bill.

Mr. THYE. Greater, but not to exceed
State laws in existence. Is that correct?

Mr. KERR. I call to the Senator’s at-
tention that if his own State passed a law
with a stricter limitation than that pro-
vided in the amendment, the State law
would prevail.

Mr. THYE. I should like to ask one
further question. The intent of the
amendment of the Senator is primarily
that, in the absence of State regulation,
a longer truck unit will be permitted to
be in operation on the Federal hichways.
Is that correct?

Mr. KERR. I do not know how the
Senator from Minnesota can say that, in
the absence of a State regulation, my
amendment would permit a longer truck
unit to operate, In the absence of a
State regulation, the bill would permit
truck units of certain specifications. I
would not say that it could be said it
would be longer than something which
did not exist.

Mr. THYE. But the Senator did state
that in the Midwest, where there are
wide-open highways, it would be per-
missible——

Mr KERR. I said in many States
there are specifications not so exacting
as the specifications in the amendment,
and therefore these specifications would
not interfere with them,
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Mr,. THYE. ‘What I am endeavoring
to ascertain is what is intended by the
amendment of the Senator from Okla-
homa.

Mr. KERR. The amendment speaks
for itself, I say to my good friend from
Minnesota, and in my humble, stum-
bling, bumbling way, I have tried to
explain it.

Mr. THYE. I am in favor of the
amendment, but I do not want to have a
solicitor put an interpretation on it which
may be contrary to what I think is in the
amendment now, and what I think the
Senator from Oklahoma is endeavoring
to do by his amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Oklahoma has
expired.

Mr, GORE. Mr. President, I yield 2
minutes to the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. KERR. I yield 1 minute to the
Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, the Senator has stated
that in the West there are longer trucks
than there are in some other sections of
the United States, and that was one of
the reasons for the amendment. Is that
correct?

Mr. KEERR. Yes.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
When the national hishways become in-
terstate highways, is it not true that, if
longer trucks are permitted in certain
States, there will be a movement in ad-
joining States to have longer trucks op-
erate in those States, and if the amend-
ment is adopted, it will mean that we
shall have longer trucks on the high-
ways?

Mr. KERR. I do not think so, because
that situation exists now. Trucks oper-
ate in the States now, and neighboring
States have different regulations, but
they live side by side in peace, without
conflict. I may say the differences of
opinion in this regard are less in conflict
than are any other ones I know of.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

For the first time the Congress of the
United States is asked to attach as a con-
dition to Federal highway funds a re-
quirement that certain limitations with
respect to motor vehicles be observed.

I wish to speak for a moment about the
history of the proposal and the language
in the Senate bill. I offered the amend-
ment in the Senate Public Works Com-
mittee. The amendment in the Senate
bill now would require States to comply
with provision for greater widths in the
State laws as of July 1, 1956, or the maxi-
mums prescribed in what is called the
AASHO code. The AASHO code is a
compilation of the recommendations of
the American Association of State High-
way Officials, which was concurred in by
the Bureau of Roads. I hold the pam-
phlet in my hand. It can be found in the
House document. I do not have the
number of it now, but I hold in my hand
the pamphlet. It is quite an extensive
set of statistics. The Senate committee
bill refers to this Government pamphlet.
This would be the maximum permitted
in interstate traffic unless—to come to
the question of the distinguished Senator
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from Minnesota—any State had a maxi-
mum in excess of this.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Or less.

Mr. GORE. The distinguished Senator
from Massachusetts has said “or less.”
If the State limitations were less, the
provision would have nc effect within
that State. The State law would remain
in effect.

I may point out to the Senate that this
will not, be a law with respect to require-
ments. It is an attachment to Federal
funds: a condition to Federal funds.

If the State of Massachusetts had an
axle weight limitation of 16,000 pounds,
it could raise that axle weight limitation
to 18,000 pounds, under either the Senate
committee bill or the amendment of the
senior Senator from Oklahoma.

If the State of Massachusetts had an
axle weight limitation of 22,000 pounds,
which I think is actually the case, then it
would not be reguired to reduce it to
18,000 pounds.

The committee felt that with the vast
investment the people are to make in this
magnificent Interstate System of high-
ways, somewhere, somehow, we should
call a halt to the ever-increasing weights,
to the ever-increasing widths, to the
ever-increasing lengths of vehicles trav-
eling the highways.

Therefore, the Senate committee ap-
proved by unanimous vote inclusion of
the AASHO code for maximums, provid-
ed the States themselves do not have
maximums in excess, in which event they
would be permitted to participate in the
90 percent funds without reducing to
these maximums.

Now let us come to the amendment of
the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. KERR]
to the committee amendment. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma pointed out that
there was no uniformity in width, and
the record shows that that is so. But I
did not think the provisions voted by the
House were sufficient. The Senator from
Oklahoma originally submitted his
amendment to have it comply exactly
with the provision voted by the House,
which applies only to axle weights—
18,000 pounds in the case of a single axle
and 32,000 pounds in the case of tandem
axles.

According to the testimony before the
Senate committee, the most important
factor, and the one causing the greatest
damage to the highways, is the axle
weight. The width causes great hazards
in traffic. I insisted that we provide a
limitation on width. It happens that
there is more uniformity as regards
width than as regards any other dimen-
sion or specification, At the present
time, 46 States have a maximum width of
8 feet, and 2 States have a maximum
width in excei s of that. The amendment
of the Senator from Oklahoma to this
committee amendment provides a maxi-
mum width of 8 feet for 46 States, and
allows the maximum of the 2 States in
excess of that to remain,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Tennessee has
expired.

Mr, GORE. Mr, President, I yield my-
self 5 additional minutes.

The FRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Tennessee is recognized
for 5 additional minutes.
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Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Tennessee yield at this
point for a question?

Mr. GORE. I yield.

Mr. THYE. Does the Senator from
Tennessee know, or from any of the rec-
ords of the committee has he learned,
that there will be a hazard if those two
States are allowed to continue to permit
a width in excess of that permitted by
the other States of the Union?

Mr. GORE. The committee very care-
fully considered whether the States
which now have limits in excess of those
provided in the AASHO code should be
allowed to continue their limits, or
whether we would recommended that
those States be required to roll back their
limits, so as to conform with those re-
quired by the other States and required
by the AASHO code. We may have
erred, but the committee decided by
unanimous vote not to force a State to
roll back its limits, but to permit a State’s
present limits to stand.

Mr. THYE. The Senator from Ten-
nessee recognized, did he, the sovereign
right of a State to make decisions rela-
tive to its own regulations?

Mr. GORE. That is correct.

Mr. THYE. And the committee did
not vote to disturb those regulations?

Mr, GORE. That is correct.

Mr. THYE. Ithank the Senator from
Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. Also, in the case of States
with limits below those of the AASHO
code, we did not attempt to say that they
could not bring their limits up to the
ms:.lximums recommended in the AASHO
code.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Tennessee yield?

Mr. GORE. I yield.

Mr. BRIDGES. Will the Senator
from Tennessee inform the Senate how
in his judement he interprets the Kerr
amendment?

Mr. GORE. I shall be glad to do so.

(At this point Mr. Gore yielded to
Mr. MagNUsoN, who discussed an amend-
ment of his applying to title II of the
bill. By unanimous consent, the debate
which ensued was ordered to be printed
in the Recorp in connection with the
debate on title IT.)

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. GORE. 1 shall be glad to yield.
Before yielding to the distinguished sen-
jor Senator from New Hampshire, let
me make a brief statement with respect
to the contents of the House bill, the
Senate committee amendment, and the
Kerr amendment.

The House bill contains a limitation
only on per-axle weights. The Senate
committee version contains limitations
on weights, height, length, and width.
The Kerr amendment provides for lim-
itations on axle weights, overall loads,
and widths.

Mr. BRIDGES. Various questions
have been asked of the distinguished
Senator from Oklahoma. The Senator
from ‘Tennessee is the author of the so-
called Gore amendment. How does he
think the amendment of the Senator
from Okl if it were adopted,
would affect the bill from a practical
standpoint?
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Mr. GORE. I shall be glad to reply.
As I see it, the most important thing to
protect the investment of the people in
the roads, that is, to keep the roadbeds
and surfaces from being crushed by ex-
cess weight, is the control of the axle
weights. The most important thing in
preserving bridge structures is control of
overall weights. The most important
thing in preserving safety of traffic is
control of the width of the vehicles.

The Kerr amendment applies to all
three. What it does not involve is the
overall length, except indirectly. But
when there is a limitation on both the
per-axle weight and overall weight,
practically speaking, there is a limita-
tfion on the vehicle, unless there is an
additional unit drawn behind. I hope
my State will never permit it. I hope no
other State which does not now permit
it will in the future permit additional
units to be drawn behind a tractor.

Coming back to my reply to the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Minne-
sota, the committee has not recom-
mended that we undertake to force any
State to roll back its laws or abolish any
of its present regulations.

The Kerr amendment does not apply
to height. I do not think that is so im-
portant. If an additional foot is added
to the top of a moving van, it may be
dragged off when it goes under a rail-
road underpass somewhere. Butf addi-
tional height does not seem to add addi-
tional weight, so it is not important if
there is a limitation on weight.

One part of our highway transporta-
tion industry which needs additional
height is the automobile trailer. It
needs 13'%2 feet. The limit in most
States is now 1215 feet. Several of the
States are in the process of moving up
to 1315 feet. That subject is not covered
in the Kerr amendment. I think the
most important things are dealt with in
the Eerr amendment.

Mr. BRIDGES. Is the practical effect
of the Kerr amendment fo allow larger
trucks?

Mr. GORE. No. If the Kerr amend-
ment were written into law, it would for
the first time attach a condition upon
Federal highway funds that States could
not exceed certain limits and still par-
ticipate in such funds. In no way would
it allow larger trucks. It would not al-
low larger trucks than the recommenda-
tions of the State highway officials and
the Bureau of Public Roads. It would
permit States whose limits now are below
that level to come up to it and still par-
ticipate. Does that answer the Sena-
tor's question?

Mr. BRIDGES. Yes. Let me ask one
further question, if I may. In the Sen-
ate committee language reference is
made to a specific document published by
the American Association of State High-
way Officials. As I understand, that is
not true of the Kerr amendment. Is
that correct?

Mr. GORE. The difference between
the two is that the Senate committee
provision refers to the AASHO code, and
says, “These are the limits beyond which
the States cannot go—unless they have
already gone beyond that point—and re-
ceive interstate hichway funds. If they
have gone beyond that point, they can-
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not go any further and still receive the
90-percent funds.”

The Kerr amendment, instead of re-
‘ferring to this particular document, to
which people would have to refer to as-
certain what the law was, actually spells
out a limit of 18,000 pounds for a single
axle, 32,000 pounds for tandem axle, a
73,000-pound overall load, and a width
of 8 feet. It is just that simple. Those
are the same figures, incidentally, as are
found in the AASHO Code. What is
omitted is a limitation on length, which
is indirectly dealt with, but only indi-
rectly. What is not dealt with at all in
the Kerr amendment is height.

Mr. BRIDGES. In other words, the
Senator is telling the Senate that the
language referring to this subject in the
bill as reported, and the subject matter
of the Eerr amendment, are one and the
same,

Mr. GORE. Not one and the same,.
They are one and the same to the extent
to which the Kerr amendment goes; but
the provision in the Senate committee
version, as reported, goes further and in-
cludes height, and certain length limita-
tions.

Mr. BRIDGES. Assume that the Kerr
amendment is approved. What will be
the latitude in conference? Does the
Senator think the conferees could agree
upon a satisfactory provision? Would
they have sufficient latitude?

Mr. GORE. The House language con-
tains only one thing, and that is per-axle
limitations. The Kerr amendment would
add to it total weight and width limita-
tions. I think that would be the latitude
of the conference.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?
Mr. GORE. I yield.
Mr. MORSE. The Senator from New

Hampshire has asked a question about
which I wish to inguire.

If we were to accept the Senate com-
mittee provision, or the so-called Gore
amendment on this subject, would not
that put us into conference on every
possible suggestion or modification of
the subject matter which the conferees
might wish to consider? Because of the
difference between the Gore amendment
and the House language, the entire ques-
tion of width, height, weight, and length
would be in conference, anyway, would it
not?

Mr. GORE. That is true.

Mr.MORSE. Later Ishall ask permis-
sion to have inserted in the REcorp com-
munications which I have received from
representative organizations in my State
urging that I support the Gore amend-
ment, with regard to which I have re-
sponded favorably. I do not wish to
place myself in the position tonight of
having responded favorably to the Gore
amendment and then voting for another
amendment, when by adopting the Gore
amendment we can go to conference on
every phase of the subject, anyway.

In view of the Senator’s answer to the
questions of the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. BrIpGEs], it seems to me
that the adoption of the Senator’s
amendment will accomplish any desire
anyone might have for a full discussion
of all facets of the subject in conference.
Therefore, I am inclined to stand with
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the Gore amendment and put the whole
matter in conference. I certainly be-
lieve that the conference committee can
consider the entire gquestion.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp at this point
the communications to which I have
referred.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President——

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, may I
have a ruling on my unanimous-consent
request?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

There being no objection, the commu-
nications were ordered to be printed in
the REcorp, as follows:

PorTLAND, OBEG., May 21, 1956.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate:

Very vital you maintain militant stand on
Gore original provisions and sizes and
weights of trucks in the Federal highway bill.
This is of utmost importance to the Railroad
Brotherhood.

ReMm1 E. ZERTANNA,
Chairman, State Legislative Commit-
tee of Oregon Brotherhood of Rail-
way and Steamship Clerks, Freight
Handlers, Express, and Station Em-
ployees.

BrOTHERHOOD OF LocoMoTIVE ENGI-
NEERS, UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD,
OREGON DIvision,
March 23, 1956.

Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SEwaTor Morse: In trying to fit to-
gether all of the available information in
connection with the Federal road program
and the two bills which appear to bear di-
rectly on that subject (H. R. 8838 and H. R.
9075), two items stand out above all the
biased statements issued by the supporters
and opponents.

It would seem that H. R. 8075 stands to be
voted upon in a form that will stick the
private motorist with the same straight in-
crease in fuel and rubber tax per gallon and
per pound that commercial haulers will pay.
Understand the only difference in the figures
as between the two classes of transportation
is a proposed Federal registration fee of $1.50
per 1,000 pounds on the commercial vehicles
above 26,000 pounds.

Understand there is a section in 8836
which has for its purpose limiting truck size
and weight to that fixed by the individual
States as of March 1, 1956 in all cases where
Federal financial aid is to be made available,

At this tlme of year one is inclined to be
painfully conscious of tax matters and, as a
private motorist as well as a rallroad em-
ployee, it is not pleasant to contemplate
financing a program which would contribute
s0o much to commercial highway haulers
without some definite assurance in the bill
that limits are enforced which will guarantee
that the roads are going to last until they are
paid for. I am inclined to doubt that the
trucking industry would be throttled or put
out of business by the present weight-length
restrictions and feel that they have gotten
a terrific bargain to date.

Sincerely,
A.F. ZIMMERMAN,
General Chairman.

Ramroap BROTHERHOODS
LEeGISLATIVE LEAGUE OF OREGON,
Salem, Oreg., May 1, 1956.
Hon. WaYnNE MoORSE,
United States Senator,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SEnaTOR MoORsSE: On February 13, 1956,

we expressed our views on the matter of
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financing a Federal highway construction
program. That view was In accordance with
the views of a vast majority of the people
of the State of Oregon. Time has shown
that the imposltion of user charges based
on the amount of use obtained is a fair and
equitable means of financing highways,

Equally as important as enacting legisla-
tion which will provide for a fair means of
paying for highways is the matter of insur-
ing their preservation after construction.
The provisions of the Gore bill concerning
size and weight limitations would appear to
offer this assurance, Weight limitation is,
of course, essential. Size limitations would
appear to be almost mandatory as an aid to
those officials required to police the highe
ways.

We belleve that consclentious thought on
this matter will give us the kind of highways
we urgently need, as well as adequate assur-
ance of their continued preservation upon
completion.

With best wishes and kindest personal re-
gards,

Respectfully,
W. C. HErFNER,
Chairman.

RAILROAD BROTHERHOODS
LEGISLATIVE LEAGUE OoF OREGON,
Salem, Oreg., May 17, 1956.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
United Statcs Senate,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: Referring to our pre=
vious correspondence with regard to the
Federal highway legislation, we are now in-
Tormed that the truck people intend to con-
centrate upon the Senate and the House to
throw out the size and weights protection as
was incorporated in the Gore bill.

It seems to us that this is the most im-
portant feature of the legislation. It mo

‘doubt has come to your attention that the

State of Oregon is trying to protect the pres-
ent size and weights limitations and that not
long ago some State officials came across a
truck somewhere in eastern Oregon with a
33,000-pound overload. The truck had mired
down in the center of the pavement. This
occurrence has received wide publicity.
Then, again, one loaded truck damaged the
highways between Portland and eastern Ore-
gon by carrying an excessive overload. A few
years ago another big truck and traller ap-
parently had slipped across the Longview
Bridge and stopped on Highway 99 West in
Yamhill County after it, too, had damaged
the highways.

If this Nation is to spend the private auto-
mobile owners' tax money to build super
freeway highways, then we are entitled to
protection. The large truck companies use
the highways for a profit and should pay
their share for their construction and should
not operate vehicles with such heavy loads
that they destroy the highways. The big
truck concerns with their lobbles defeated
the highway bill a year ago and we under-
stand that it is their intentlon to have the
bill amended from the floor to lessen the
size and welghts protection and to reduce
the truckers’ taxes, all of which would be
unfair and unsound. We urge your militant
opposition to such a move.

With best wishes and kindest personal
regards,

Respectfully,
‘W. C. HEFNER,

Chairman.

CLEVELAND, OHI0, May 22, 1956.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Important to retain in Highway Bill H. R,
10660 text of Gore bill as originally passed
and as reported by Senate Public Works
Committee providing reasonable limitations
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on size and weight of motor vehicles. Re-
spectfully suggest growing toll of traffic ac-
cidents warrants your action to prevent
trucks from getting any bigger or heavier.
Such limits should be held until pending
studies of highway safety and pavement ca-
pacity are completed. House version would
only limit axle loads while Senate report
properly controls gross weight as well as
width, length, and height. Senate should
hold firm on conference, if any. Will great-
1y appreciate your favorable consideration.
‘W. P. EENNEDY,
Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.

AsToRIA, OREG., April 30, 1956
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Now that highway bill is in the Senate may
I suggest support for Gore weight and height
limitations.

Thanking you,
Guy BoYINGTON,
County Judge.
NEwWPORT, OREG.,, April 30, 1956.
Benator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

This association representing seven Ore-
gon coast counties, sincerely hopes that you
will be able to retain provisions of Gore bill
as to maximum weight and size features as
also recommended by the American Assocla-
tion of Highway Officials in your committee’s
consideration of highway bill.

VERNE AYERS,
Manager, Oregon Coast Association.

ONTARIO, OREG., May 14, 1956.
Senator WayNe MORSE,
United States Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SenaToR: In regards to the Federal
highway bill now being or to be considered
by the United States Senate soon,

I feel that adequate highway user charges
should be based on the amount of use ob-
tained by the individual user, this is only
way to finance this new highway, as cannot
see more taxes placed on the small user to
provide a super right-of-way for the large
truckers.

I also feel that the size and weight limi-
tations in the original Gore bill are neces-
sary to preserve our investment in highways,
otherwise we will be rebuilding them again
in a few years for bigger and heavier trucks.

Respectfully,
C. A, KEm.

BaxEer OREG., May 22, 1956,
Hon. WayNe MORSE,
United States Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Please protect Oregon highways in the
Federal highway bill by enacting the Gore
-slzes and welght amendments. The small
amount of taxes that the big truck operators
will pay is no insurance to the private car
owner.
Pat Davis.

ONTARIO, OREG., May 14, 1956.
Senator WayNeE MORSE,
United States Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENaTOR: In regards to the Federal
highway bill now being considered or soon to
be considered by the United States Senate,

I feel that adequate highway user charges
should be based on the amount of use ob-
talned by the individual user, this is only
way to finance this new highway, as cannot
see more taxes placed on the small user to
fmvlde & superhighway for the large opera~

ors.
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T also feel that the size and weight limi-
tations in the original Gore bill are neces-
sary to preserve our investment in this high-
way otherwise we will be rebuillding this
highway in a few years for longer and heavier
carriers.

Respectfully yours,

JoE WILSON.

ASTORIA, OREG,, March 20, 1956.
Re H. R. 8836 (Fallon bill).

Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senator,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR: Please pardon me for again
calling to your attention highway legislation
now before the Congress. I am sure we all
agree that the importance of preserving the
investment we have already made in Federal
and State highways, county roads, and city
streets cannot be overemphasized. There is
a definite need in any highway legislation to
establish size and weight limitations on the
heavy vehicles using our roads and highways.

It appears to me that the provisions of
section 7 (e) of H. R. 8836 (Fallon bill) ade-
quately limit sizes and weights without im-
posing any additional restrictions other than
now imposed by existing State laws. I feel
sure this provision merits your wholehearted
support.

Thanking you again for your kind consid-
eration, I am

Yours truly,
GUy BOYINGTON,
Clatsop County Judge.

AsHrAND, OREG., March 17, 1956,
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senator,
Senate Building, Washington, D, C.

DeAr SENaTOR: The Oregon U. 8. 99 High-
way Association 1s vitally interested in the
passage of national highway legislation, as
indicated in our former telegram.

We feel that if this tremendous investment
in highways is made, that reasonable rules
for the protection of the highways should be
adopted. Section 7 (e) of H. R. 8836 pro-
vides this protection and, we feel, is not un-
duly restrictive on the truck operators.

The report of the American Association of
Btate Highway Officials is based on the Washo
road test and is the best indicator we have
of maximum load limits when the economics
of road construction is considered.

We respectfully request your support of
this important legislation.

Sincerely yours,
ORreGoN U. 8. 99 HIGHWAY
ASSOCIATION,
R. E. EoozERr, President.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Tennessee yield?

Mr. GORE, I yield.

Mr. THYE. The reason I wished to
comment on that specific point is that
I have had communications during the
past 10 days which indicate that the
writers are very anxious that the pro-
visions of the Kerr amendment be em-
bodied in the bill and be taken to con-
ference. That is the only reason why
it has been a little difficult for me to
determine the provisions of the Kerr
amendment in relation to the Gore
amendment, because they are almost
identical. Am I correct?

Mr. GORE. I believe they are iden-
tical as to axle weight and as to tandem
axle weight and as to width. I have
tried to make it plain that the Senate
bill deals with height, which the Kerr
amendment does not deal with.

Mr. THYE. And the Senator says that
is immaterial. Is that correct?
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Mr. GORE. It is immaterial, but I
became convinced, after studying the
matter, that the most unjustifiable re-
striction, if there be any in the Senate
bill, was in the imposition of a height
limitation, from which there seems to be
no particular damage to the road, and
which the States are in the act of raising,

There is less uniformity in the height
limitation and in the length limitation
than in any other. The Kerr amend-
ment deals with the three important
points on which there is reasonable uni-
formity among the 48 States. I could
not agree to the amendment as the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma had first submitted
it, but in negotiating with him we finally
agreed on the amendment which he has
presented.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, it seems
to me to be important that the conferees
have jurisdiction to mnegotiate. The
Gore amendment gives such jurisdiction.
In view of the fact that a great many
people are familiar with the Gore
amendment, and not with the Kerr
amendment, so far as I am concerned,
I shall stand with the Gore amend-
ment. If in conference a compromise is
necessary to be reached, the committee
will have jurisdiction to negotiate such
a compromise.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. GORE. I yield.

Mr. THYE. The communications I
have received have come from people
who have made a very careful study of
the proposed legislation, and they were
interested because they are members of
the American Trucking Association and
they are truckers themselves. They
stated there was merit in the Kerr
amendment and that it made the bill a
better bill than it would otherwise be.
That is why I have stated that I was
hopeful I might be able to support the
Kerr amendment.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Tennessee yield?

Mr. GORE. I yield.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I should like to
ask a few brief questions. As the Sen-
ator knows, I supported him in commit-
tee when he submitted the original Gore
amendment. Is it the opinion of the
Senator from Tennessee that the origi-
nal Kerr amendment strengthens or
weakens that section of the bill which
applies to limitations on the size, weight,
and dimension of trucks operating over
the Interstate System?

Mr. GORE. I will say in all candor
that the Kerr amendment is less restric-
tive than the Senate committee amend-
ment. I should like to add, if I may,
that I have become convinced that the
committee bill is a little too restrictive on
height,

Mr. NEUBERGER. What is the Sen-
ator’s opinion as to length? Under the
Senate bill there is a limitation on the
length of a truck operating on the Inter-
state System. Is that correct?

Mr. GORE. That is correct.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Under the Kerr
amendment, the restriction on length
is eliminated. Isthat correct?

Mr. GORE. It is directly, but when
we take into consideration—as the Sen-
ator can see from the AASHO code—the



1956

single axle weight, the tandem axle
weight, and the weight limit, we come
up to 60 feet, which is the AASHO code
limit.

Mr., NEUBERGER. With respect to
great big trucks, the length of the trucks
becomes a very important factor in high-
way safety from the standpoint of motor-
ists getting around them and on sharp
CUurves.

Mr. GORE. That is correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FrEAR in the chair). The Senator’s time
has expired. All time for debate on the
amendment has expired.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I promised
to yield 2 minutes to the Senator from
Nevada. I yield myself 1 additional min-
ute on the bill. Then I shall yield 2 min-
utes on the bill to the Senator from
Nevada.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. NEUBERGER. May I ask just one
further question?

Mr. GORE. Iyield to the Senator from
Oregon.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Does the Senator
believe it is advisable to delete the re-
striction on length from the original pro-
vision in the bill?

Mr. GORE. The Senator has cate-
chized me very thoroughly on this sub-
ject, and in all candor I will say to him
that I compromised on that point. I
thought I should yield on the height. I
saw no necessity for yielding on the
length. However, in order to reach a
compromise with the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. Kerr], realizing that axle
placement and limitation would in-
directly limit the length, and also be-
lieving that there was a total lack of
uniformity as among the States, I agreed
to that.

Mr, MALONE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. GORE. I yield 2 minutes on the
bill to the Senator from Nevada.

Mr. MALONE. First, I should like to
ask the Senator to yield to me for a
question.

Mr. GORE. Iyield.

Mr. MALONE. Under the Gaore
amendment or under the Kerr amend-
ment, a State which has no limit on cer-
tain features that are limited in the
Gore amendment or in the Kerr amend-
ment, would not be limited by the Fed-
eral law. Is that correct?

Mr. GORE. In my opinion, whatever
is legal now in Nevada, will remain so
until doomsday.

Mr. MALONE. There would be no
limit?

Mr. GORE.
standing.

Mr. MALONE. Now I shall ask the
Senator to yield me 2 minutes.

Mr. GORE. I yield 2 minutes on the
bill to the Senator from Nevada.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Will the Senator
yield to me first for a question?

Mr. GORE. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does the Senator
from Tennessee intend to hold the Sen-
ate in session all night; or how long does
he intend to have the Senate remain in
session tonight?

Mr. GORE. So far as I know, there
are no more major controversial amend-

That is my under-
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ments. Ishall yield to the Senator from
Nevada [Mr. MALoNE]l; then there is a
minor amendment pending. It is the
plan of both the acting majority leader
and the minority leader to finish con-
sideration of the bill this evening, and
I hope we will be able to do so before
very long.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Even if it means
staying in session all night?

Mr, GORE. Not all night.

Mr. CHAVEZ. It is not important
whether we run all night or two nights.
The important thing is that we need a
road bill, and we need it now. The
American people are calling for it. We
must have a road bill, because the State
legislatures will meet in January. They
want to know what Uncle Sam is going
to do about it before they provide for the
confribution of State funds.

FEDERAL ENCROACHMENT ON STATE LAWS

WHERE NO LIMITATIONS NOW OBTAIN

Mr. MAT.ONE. I understand from the
answer of the distinguished Senator
from Tennessee that any State without
a law limiting certain features including
length, height, and weight, would not be
limited by the Federal law. I take it
that through exempting any State reg-
ulations exceeding the Federal law—or
no limitation is in the nature of a
“grandfather” clause.

The House freeze on size and weight
applies only to axles. The Senate amend-
ment involves axle groups, total gross
load and height, width, and length.

Both bills provide that State limits in
effect on July 1, or the standards of the
American Association of State Highway
Officials, whichever are greater, will ap-
ply after that date.

Nevada has no limits on height, length,
or weight. The standards of the Amer-
ican Association of State Highway Of-
ficials for height, weight, and length are
less than those in surrounding States.
Nevada must either continue without
State limitations, or, if increased local
traffic makes it necessary to set limits
as a safety factor, must impose limits be-
low those of the surrounding States to
conform to Federal limitations. This
would throw a roadblock across inter-
state traffic between many of the West-
ern States and would result in serious
handicaps to western economy.

Mr. President, I wish to include in the
Recorp figures of height, width, and
length in the States of California, Utah,
and Arizona.

In California the height limit is 13
feet 6 inches; the width is 96 inches; the
length is 60 feet.

In Utah the height is 14 feet; width,
96 inches; length, 60 feet.

In Arizona the height limit is 13 feet
6 inches; the width is 96 inches; the
length is 65 feet.

So, if we were forced by traffic con-
gestion to any limitation of these fac-
tors we would have to adopt height and
length limits below those of the sur-
rounding States.

I think it is unnecessary to adopt the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Oklahoma, because it has been stated
before that this matter will be in con-
ference, and I think the conference can
take care of it.
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. I should like to ask
a question of the Senator from Ten-
nessee.

Is there any limitation on length in the
Kerr amendment? Could a truck be 100
feet long under the Kerr amendment?

Mr. GORE. There is no limitation in
the Eerr amendment.

Mr. KERR. There is in the House bill.

Mr. GORE. And there is in the Senate
committee bill.

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote!

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. Kerr] to the committee
amendment.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment “5-28-56-H,” and
ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
New York will be stated.

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 50, after
Iinfne 8, it is proposed to insert the follow-

2.

Sec. 118. The definition of the term “con-
struction™ in section 1 of the Federal-Aild
Highway Act of 1944 is hereby amended to
read as follows: “The term ‘construction’
means the supervising, inspecting, actual
building, and all expenses incidental to the
construction or reconstruction of a highway,
including locating, surveying, and mapping,
cost of rlghtu-or-way.‘ccst of relocation of
building tenants, cost of demolition of struc-
tures or removal of usable buildings to new
sites, Including the cost of such sites, and
the elimination of hazards of raflway grade
crossings.”

On page 50, line 9, strike out “Sec. 118”
and insert in lieu thereof “Sec. 119.”

On page 50, line 12, strike out “SEc.
119,” and insert in lieu thereof “Sec. 120.”

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I shall
speak very briefly on this amendment.

I urge this amendment, Mr. President,
because it deals with a very important
part of the cost of highway construction
in New York State and other States.

Governor Harriman has wired me
about it and so have other officials of
my State.

The effect of this amendment would be
to include in the definition of the cost of
highway construction the cost of relocat-
ing tenants on property which has to be
condemned in order to put a new road
through.

For any State which assumes the re-
sponsibility for relocating people on
property it must condemn for other pur-
poses, this relocation is a large item in
the expense of the cost of the project.
Many States assume this responsibility
and, although it is, of course, a matter
for individual States to determine
whether they will do so, I for one cer-
tainly think it is a responsibility they
ought to assume.

This amendment, therefore, would
have the effect of allowing g State which
undertakes this responsibility to use
their Federal-aid funds for this purpose,
just as the State uses Federal-aid funds
to purchase the right-of-way and to
build the highway, and other authorized
expenditures.

This amendment does not increase the
apportionment of any State. It does not
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affect that apportionment whatever.
All it does is allow the State to count this
cost in with its other costs of highway
construction.

This provision was included in the
language of the House bill and I think
it eertainly should be added here.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield
myself 1 minute.

A few moments ago the Senate voted
to limit the amount of reimbursement
for the moving of utility poles of local
utilities. The junior Senator from New
York now proposes that we consider as a
part of highway eonstruction the reloca-
tion of tenants who are disturbed in their
domiciles and businesses as a result of
highway construetion.

The committee has not considered the
amendment. I am not in a position to
accept it, and I ask that it be rejected.

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote!

Mr., LEHMAN. Mr. President, I may
say to the Senator from Tennessee that
there is no analogy between my amend-
ment and the one to which he refers.
My amendment does not increase the
apportionment of any States, not a red
cent; it does not affect the apportion-
ment in any way whatsoever. All it
does is to allow the State to include this
cost with other costs of highway con-
struection,

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield

- back my time.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I yield
back my time. =

‘The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
New York [Mr. LEaMaN] to the commit-
tee amendment.

The amendment to the amendment
was rejected.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I
move that the vote by which the so-
called Fulbright amendment was adopt-
ed be reconsidered, and I ask that the
Fulbright amendment be again read,
because I think very few Members of
this body know what it is..

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
move to lay the motion of the Senator
from Illinois on the table. I do not ob-
ject to the amendment being read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the reading of the amend-
ment of the Senator from Arkansas
which was adopted? The Chair hears
none, and the amendment will be read.

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 50, be-
tween lines 8 and 9, insert a new section,
as follows:

SEc, 118. (a) All wage determinations made
by the Secretary of Labor under the act of
March 3, 1831, as amended, known as the
Davis-Bacon Act (40 U. S. C., sec. 276a et
seq.), which are applicable to highway con-
struction contracts entered into under this
title, shall, notwithstanding the provisions
of section 4 of the Administrative Procedure
Act, be subject to such act, and made on the
record after opportunity for hearing. Re-
view of any such wage determination, or the
applicability of any such wage determina-
tion, may be had within 90 days after such
determination is made in the manner pro-
vided in section 10 of the Administrative
Procedure Act by any person adversely af-
fected or aggrieved thereby, who shall be
deemed to include any contractor or sub-
contractor engaged in the same type of con-
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struction operating in the locality to which
such wage determination is applicable.

(b) Notwithstanding the inclusion of any
stipulation required by any provision of said
act of March 3, 1931, in any highway con-
struction contract made subject to such act
by this section, any interested person shall
have the right of judicial review of any issue
which might otherwise be raised.

(¢) No appeal taken as herein provided
shall in any way delay the advertising for
bids or the awarding of contracts.

On page 50, line 9, strike out “118"” and
insert in lieu thereof “119.”

On page 50, line 12, strike out “119”
and insert in lieu thereof “120.”

Mr, DOUGLAS. My, President, when
the amendment was originally proposed,
there was a good deal of disorder on the
floor, and some Senators did not hear
the contents of the amendment. I am
informed by the clerks at the desk that
the amendment was read. Although at
first there was some uncertainty as to
whether it was read, the clerks now in-
form me that the amendment was read.
I can say that there were many Sen-
ators who certainly did not hear it. The
vote to approve the amendment went
through with supersonic speed. So I
think the issue should be debated and
understood.

In effect, the amendment would nega-
tive and shoot to pieces the Chavez
amendment, which was agreed to this
morning, because not merely would the
procedures of the Administrative Pro-
cedures Act be carried out, but there
would be a judicial review.

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. For-
BRIGHT], for whom I have great esteem,
and whom I regard as one of the finest
Members of the Senate, inserted a simi-
lar clause in the Walsh-Healey Act, a
clause which has virtually prevented the
Walsh-Healey Act from functioning,
What will happen if this clause is re-
tained is that after a finding has been
made, the interested parties can go into
court and, with all the delays of court
procedure, tie things up for years, and
make the Chavez amendment and the
Davis-Bacon Act completely ineffective.

I cannot believe it was the opinion of
the majority, after the vote in the Sen-
ate this morning, that we should reverse
ourselves by a voice vote early this
evening. I am confident that a very
large proportion of the Members of the
Senate did not realize what was being
approved. So I hope very much that
the amendment can be reconsidered,
and then that it may be rejected.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
do not want to cut off the debate, but I
intend to make a motion to lay on the
table the motion of the Senator from
Illinois.

I wish to say in full fairness to the
distinguished Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. FurLericHT] that I thought, at the
time his amenament was called up, that
he made a very full explanation of what
the amendment provided. I think it is
a constructive amendment. I think it is
in keeping with the discussion which
went on, and with one vote, at least,
the Senate took, that arbitrary power
should not be left in the hands of any
Secretary of Labor, I think the amend-
ment was understood. If we are to com-
plete the bill, I do not see how we can
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continue to reconsider actions which we
have already taken on this and many
other amendments.

I do not wish to prevent the distin-
guished Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
FuLerigHT] or the distinguished Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. CravEz] from
speaking, if they desire to do so; but I
wish to be recognized in order to move
to lay on the table the motion to recon-
sider.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Arkansas.

Mr., FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
may say, first, to the Senator from Illi-
nois that the subject matter was under
discussion for, I suppose, a good hour
this morning; and several Senators who
were in favor of the Chavez amendment
expressed themselves in the course of the
debate as being in favor also of judicial
review. Certainly there was no element
of surprise about the substance of the
amendment. I stated very clearly, I
think the Senator will recall, in answer
to questions in the course of the debate
this morning, the purpose of the ju-
dicial review, and I called attention to
the insertion of the provision in the
Walsh-Healey Act.

I recall distinctly that the Senator
from Indiana was one who, I believe,
voted for the Chavez amendment, but
said he was also in favor of judicial
review,

First of all, the provision relates to the
application of the Davis-Bacon Act only
in matters arising under the bill. It
does not relate generally to the applica-
tion of the Davis-Bacon provision now in
force in other fields of Federal con-
struction.

So I think there was no element of
surprise. The amendment was debated
at considerable length.

I also call attention to the fact that
the Senate approved, after a very stren-
uous battle, the insertion of the same
type of provision in the Walsh-Healey
Act. So there is no evidence that the
Senate does not approve of this provi-
sion generally as a proper procedure in
matters in which heretofore the Secre-
tary of Labor has had the final author-
ity without any appeal.

I think I made it very clear this morn-
ing that I am not opposed to the appli-
cation of the principle of prevailing
wages in this or any other type of con-
struction  program conducted by the
Federal Government. What I am op-
posed to are arbitrary rulings by the
Secretary as to what is the prevailing
wage. That is where all the complaint
has been under the Walsh-Healey Act
and the Davis-Bacon Act in the past,
so far as I am concerned. No one is
trying to say that we are attempting to
pay or wish to pay persons in any of
these fields at a rate below the prevailing
wage, or that we are trying to operate
sweatshops with Government funds.
But we do object to the quite arbitrary
rulings by the Secretary of Labor as to
what is the prevailing wage in a particu-
lar locality.

All the amendment does is to provide
an appeal from such a decision on the
part of the Secretary of Labor,



1956

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from New Mexico.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I should
like to ask the Senator from Arkansas a
question—and it will be a question. The
Senator from Arkansas seems to be very
enthusiastic or emphatic about judicial
decisions. The Supreme Court of the
United States made a decision sometime
ago with reference to integration. I wish
to ask the Senator from Arkansas now
whether or not he approves of that ju-
dicial decision.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think the Senator
from New Mexico well knows that I and
many other Senators publicly and clearly
stated our disagreement with that deci-
sion. But because I disagree with a par=
ticular decision or the quality of the
Court at any particular time does not
mean that I am ready to abandon judicial
process as a part of orderly government.
I do not approve of all the decisions of
this body, either, but I am not ready to
abolish the Senate.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I am not ready to abol-
ish the Senate. That is why I am willing
to have the Senate be counted on the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Arkansas,

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It was counted a
little earlier. I did not hear the Senator
from New Mexico raise his voice in oppo-
sition,

Mr. CHAVEZ. Iwant the Senator from
Arkansas to realize that this is 1956.
This is an election year. So let us be
counted—every Senator from every
State—as to how we will vote on this
proposal.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield 2
minutes to the senior Senator from
Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. This question, in my
judegment, should not be handled by ju-
dicial finding. It involves a simple ques-
tion of fact. Administrative agencies are
best suited to ascertain the prevailing
wage in any area, with the assistance of
the Bureau of Labor Statistics in the
Department of Labor.

I think it is very unwise to clutter
up the judicial process with this kind
of determination. It will result in delay,
and it is bound, in my judgment, to scut-
tle the objective of the Chavez amend-
ment.

Assume that a highway is about to be
built, and the contractor needs to have
a determination as to what wage he will
have to pay. The administrative law
process has been developed to meet ex-
actly that kind of situation which con-
fronts us in running the economy. To
involve this kind of a question in the
delays incident to a judicial review can
have only one purpose, namely, to pre-
vent a determination of the prevailing
wage until long after the highway has
been built. If what is wanted is dilatory
tactics, then Senators should vote for
the Fulbright amendment.

I think the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Dovcras] should be commended for ask-
ing for a review of the matter tonight,
because a good many Senators were at
dinner when the amendment was called
up. We did not even have the benefit
of a quorum call. We were not aware

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

that this was a proposal, really, to modify
an amendment which had already been
agreed to earlier by a yea-and-nay vote.

I think fair procedure required our
being summoned to the floor of the Sen-
ate by a quorum call and being put on
due notice as to what subject was under
consideration.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield 1
minute to the junior Senator from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, for one
who does not find himself in complete
intellectual mesh with my brother from
the State of Oregon, I am delighted to
join with him in the comments he has
just made. Iwas absent from the Cham-
ber when the amendment of the Sena-
tor from Arkansas came before the Sen-
ate, and I must say I am just a little bit
confused that, affer 40 years of living
with a piece of legislation which clearly
and simply provides for the payment of
prevailing wages on Federal construc-
tion contracts, we suddenly find, in a
debate on highway legislation, that
someone desires to have a judicial re-
view of what prevailing wages may be.

Mr, President, I am a lawyer, perhaps
not very much of a lawyer, but I must
say there is a need to have finality of
decision with respect to administrative
fiat in the Federal Government.

For a long, long time the Congress and
the President of the United States have
approved a law by which the Secretary
of Labor makes certain decisions. I
think it ill behooves the Senate to pro-
vide now, in 1956, an opportunity for
judicial review of what has been sanc-
tioned and approved for a long, long
time.

I hope we may now have an opportu=-
nity to reverse what the Senate ap-
proved a little earlier, when some of us
were at dinner and did not have knowl-
edge of or a chance to vote on the Ful-
bright amendment.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield 1 minute to the Senator from Ten-
nessee.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I want to
acknowledge to the Senate an error. I
was acquainted with the fact that the
junior Senator from Arkansas had an
amendment to title II. When he rose
to offer the amendment, I turned to the
senior Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Byrp], and I said to him, “You look after
this one.” I am not suggesting that he
did. [Laughter.] But, upon making
that remark, I furned and conferred
with three Senators about amendments
on which we were trying to reach some
recommendation and compromise.

I did not hear the speech of the dis-
tinguished junior Senator from Arkan-
sas. Someone said, “Do you yield back
your time?” I looked around. No one
was seeking time to speak. I yielded my
time back.

I have been here since 10 o’clock this
morning. I acknowledge I made an
€rror.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
move to lay on the table the motion of
the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.
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Mr. DOUGLAS. May I inquire wheth-
er there was a quorum call prior to the
vote on the so-called Fulbright amend-
ment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chiur is advised there was not a quorum
call.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I move to lay on
the table the motion of the Senator from
Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS, Mr. MORSE, and
other Senators asked for the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

;I‘he Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. ELLENDER (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
my colleague, the junior Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. LoNGc]. If he were pres-
ent, he would vote “nay.” If I were
permitted to vote, I would vote “yea.”
Therefore, I withhold my vote.

The rollecall was concluded.

Mr. SMATHERS. I announce that
the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. CLEM~
ENTs], the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. KennEDY], the Senator from Lou-
isiana [Mr. Lowng], the Senator from
Washington [Mr. MacNuson], the Sena-
tor from Montana [Mr. Murrayl, and
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL]
are absent on official business.

The Senator from Texas [Mr. JoHN~-
soN], the Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
Kerauver], and the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. NEeLY] are necessarily
absent.

On this vote, the Senator from Ken-
tucky [Mr. CLEMENTS] is paired with the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RusseLL].
If present and voting the Senator from
Kentucky would vote “nay,” and the
Senator from Georgia would vote “yea.”

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. KErFaAUvVER], the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr, KenneEpy], the Senator
from Washington [Mr. Macwuson], the
Senator from Montana [Mr. MURRAY],
and the Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
NeeLy] would each vote “nay.”

Mr. ENOWLAND. I announce that
the Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT],
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. Fran-
DERS], the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
ScroEPPEL], and the Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. WILEY] are absent on official
business.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN-
LOOPER], the Senators from Indiana [Mr.
CarEHART and Mr. JENNER], and the Sen-
ator from New Jersey [Mr. SMiTH] are
necessarily absent.

The Senator from New York [Mr.
Ives] is absent because of illness.

Also, the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Benper], the Senator from Maryland
[Mr. ButLEr], the Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. Casel, the Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. Hrusgal, the Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. McCarTHY], the
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Pur-
TELL], and the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr, SALTONSTALL] are necessarily
absent.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Utah [Mr. BENNeETT], the Senator
from Vermont [Mr. FLanpErs], and the
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Senator from Kansas [Mr. SCHOEPPEL]
would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 36,
nays 33, as follows:

YEAS—36

Allott Eastland McClellan
Barrett Ervin Millikin
Bible Frear Mundt
Bricker Fulbright Robertson
Bridges George Smathers
Byrd Goldwater Stennis
Carlson Holland Thye
Cotton Johnston, 8. C. Watkins
Curtls Knowland Welker
Danlel Malone Williams
Dirksen Martin, Towa Wofford

Martin, Pa. Young

NAYS—33
Alken Hennings Monroney
Anderson Hill Morse
Beall Humphrey Neuberger
Bush Jackson O'Mahoney
Case, N. J. Eerr Pastore
Chavez Euchel Payne
Douglas Laird Potter
Duft Langer Bcott
Gore Lehman Smith, Maine
Green Mansfield Sparkman
Hayden McNamara Symington
NOT VOTING—26
Bender Hruska Murray
Bennett Ives Neely
Butler gag:er = gurte!ili
Capehart ohnson, Tex. usse:
Case, S. Dak. Kefauver Saltonstall
Clements Kennedy Schoeppel
Ellender Long Smith, N. J.
Flanders Magnuson Wiley
Hickenlooper McCarthy
So the motion to lay on the table was

agreed to.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I call up my
amendment identified as “5-25-56-C.” 1
ask that the amendment be printed at
this point in the REcorp, but not read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The amendment submitted by Mr.
BusH to the committee amendment is as
follows:

On page 49, between lines 24 and 25, insert
the following new section:

“Sgc. 117. Notwithstanding any provision
of the Federal-Aid Road Act approved July
11, 1916 (89 Stat. 355), as amended and sup-
plemented, where any State desires to levy
tolls on any section of a highway on which
Federal-ald highway funds have bheen ex-
pended, the Secretary of Commerce, upon the
request of the State highway department,
may authorize the State to repay the amount
of the Federal-ald funds theretofore expended
on such section of highway to the Federal
Government either by cash or by credit de-
duction against vouchers submitted for re-
imbursement of the Federal share of the cost
of Federal-aid work currently under con-
gtruction, Cash repayments shall be made
1o the Treasurer of the United States to the
account of the highway trust fund and be
deposited to the credit of the appropriation
for Federal-ald highways.. The Secretary of
Commerce shall credit the amount of any re-
payment, together with the unpaid balance
of any amount programed for expenditure on
such section of highway, to the unprogramed
balance of Federal-aid road funds of the same
class last apportioned to such State, and the
amount so credited shall be in addition to all
other funds then apportioned to such State
and shall be available for expenditure in ac-
cordance with the provisions of the Federal-
Ald Road Act approved July 11, 1916, as
amended and supplemented. Upon such re-
payment, the project agreement with respect
to the project from which the funds are
repald shall be canceled and such section or
‘sections of highway shall become and be free
from any toll limitations or other restrictions
contained in sald act.”
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Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Connecticut yield?

Mr. BUSH. I yield.

Mr. GORE. Is this the amendment
about which we have conferred?

Mr. BUSH. Itis.

Mr. GORE. I accept the amendment,
and will take it to conference.

Mr. BUSH. I thank the Senator from
Tennessee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do the
Senator from Connecticut and the Sena-
tor from Tennessee yield back all the
remaining time on the amendment of
the Senator from Connecticut to the
committee amendment?

Mr. BUSH. I do, Mr. President,

Mr. GORE. I do, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All re-
maining time on the amendment to the
committee amendment has been yielded
back.

The question now is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Con-
necticut [Mr. Busul to the committee
amendment.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, for pur-
poses of discussion, I call up the amend-
ment intended to be submitted by the
Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS],
and identified as “5-28-56-A.” I ask
that only the first clause of the amend-
ment be read at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com-
mittee amendment on page 60, beginning
with line 17, it is proposed to restore all
the matter stricken out through line 2
on page 61.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, this is
the original Smathers amendment. I
have brought it up now for the purpose
of brief discussion.

1 may withdraw the amendment on
the advice of my friend, the Senator
from Florida.

The amendment relates to a very seri-
ous problem existing in many parts of
the country, in the case of transit com-
panies.

At this point I wish to read a telegram
I have received from the president of
the transit company in Portland, Oreg.
I assure the Senate that a similar sit-
uation exists in the case of most of the
transit companies in the country. The
telegram reads as follows:

PoRTLAND, OREG., May 24, 1956.
Senator WaYNE L. MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

~ New highway legislation in H. R. 10660
excepted most transit companies from pay-
ment of additional fuel tax and any weight
tax where 60 percent of the total passenger
fare revenue came from fares presently
éxempt from Federal transportation tax,
Senate committee has removed these exemp-
tions. Each 1 cent in fuel tax rate costs
the Rose City Transit Co. $25,000 per year.
A 3 cent fuel tax would cost the company
an additional 75,000 per year and would
necessitate an immediate increase in fares
to enable the company to meet the ad-
ditional costs. Cilty transit cannot, based
upon present reyenues, absorb any ad-
ditional tax load. Present annual net in=
come of the company is slightly less than
$10,000. Earnestly request your effort to
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have the options restored in this legisla-
tion.
Rose Crry Trawsir Co.,
GornoN G. STEELE, President.

Mr. President, the Portland transit
company, which is known as the Rose
City Transit Co., does not differ very
much from transit companies in many
other parts of the country. By and large,
this industry is a declining one and a los-
ing one. We have only to consider the
situation existing among transit compa-
nies across the country, to recognize that
we cannot justify the imposition of this
additional tax burden on transit compa-
nies, because by and large these compa-
nies serve the poorer economic groups in
our society; by and large they serve
those who cannot own automobiles and
drive to work. These companies do not
serve the Cadillac riders.

I have talked to members of the com=-
mittee, and I am advised that the situa-
tion is about as follows: The Senate com-
mittee was a little concerned because
some other organizations or economic
groups thought that if this exemption
were allowed the transit companies, it
should be allowed to other companies,
such as dairy companies, which deliver
milk in cities, but are not monopolies or
public utilities, or businesses serving a
public interest, such as a public utility is,
and are not businesses whose profits in
the first instance are limited and whose
operations are strictly regulated in the
way that those of public utilities and
monopolies are regulated. ;

Mr. President, it seems to me to be an
undue hardship to impose this additional
tax on transit companies. I think we
ought to try to reach some understand-
ing on the floor of the Senate, or else
adopt the Smathers amendment.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator
from New Mexico.

Mr. ANDERSON. I will say to the
Senator from Oregon that this condition
was called to my attention by the transit
company in my home community. The
city of Albuquerque has been compelled
to make some adjustments in franchise
taxes, and in various other respects, in
order to keep the bus company in opera-
tion. This tax would mean an annual
charge on the transit company of ap-
proximately $5,000 a year, which is not
very much, but when the eity must make
concession after concession to keep the
transit company in operation, it seems
so strange to impose this further tax.
If the Senator from Oregon offers the
amendment to which he has referred, I
intend to support it.

Mr, ALLOTT, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. 1 yield.

Mr. ALLOTT. I find the situation in
my own State to be much the same as
that which the Senator from Oregon has
described.

As members of the Committee on the
District of Columbia we have both been
through the transit situation. We know
the situation in which transit companies
find themselves.

Qur Pueblo Transit Co. finds that the
addifional tax would cost about $3,000.
The Denver Tramway Corp. finds that it
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would cost it about $128,000 additional
- during the year. :

I ask unanimous consent that letters
which I have received on this subject be
printed in the Recorp at this point as a
part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the RECorp,
as follows:

THE DENVER TRAMWAY CORP.,
Denver, Colo., May 25, 1956.
Hon. GORDON ALLOTT,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DEAr SenaTorR ALLOTT: Reference s made
to your telephone conversation with Mr,
Allan Phipps Thursday evening, May 24, in
which the matter of House bill H. R. 10660,
new highway legislation, was discussed.

Mr. Phipps asked us to forward to your
attention such facts as would demonstrate
the effect of this bill on the Denver Tramway
Co. The diesel fuel tax restored by removing
the exemption will cost us approximately
$120,000 per year, and the new vehicle weight
tax will cost us $8,842, or a total of $128,842
in additional taxes resulting from the elimi-
nation of the exemptions. In addition to
this, of course, there was already contalned
in the bill $36,687 annual increased cost by
reason of increased taxes on tires and tubes,
or a total annual increased cost to the Den-
ver Tramway of $165,794.

We are greatly concerned over the added
$128,842 in taxes resulting from the removal
of the exemption, as we cannot emphasize
too strongly that Tramway s in no position
to absorb the increased cost resulting from
these increased taxes.

This company and transit generally does
not use the Federal System of Interstate and
Defense Highways covered by H. R. 10660.

We, at Tramway, have during the past year
completely modernized our entire operation
for one purpose only, to reduce operating ex-
penses and avold, if possible, substantial fare
increases, thus permitting us to continue
operating as a privately owned mass trans-
portation system. As a result of these steps,
expenses were reduced in 19556 over $700,000,
yet this was all absorbed by the continued
patronage decline. Income for the first 4
months of 1956 is far below 1955 for the same
reason. Therefore, it is obvious that this tax
will increase operating expenses to the extent
that we will be forced to immediately file for
a substantial fare increase.

Tramway, together with the transit indus-
try generally, is fighting for its very exlstence
as a result of increased operating expenses
and declining revenues. In this respect we
are completely unlike any other form of for-
hire passenger transportation. State and
local regulatory bodies have recognized the
seriousness of the problem facing our indus-
try as demonstrated by steps taken to elimi-
nate or reduce taxes in numerous cities and
States. The taxes imposed on our industry,
like those contained in H. R. 10660, without
exemptions, can only result in the ultimate
elimination of the mass transit industry un-
der private ownership. The net result will,
of course, be Government ownership in one
form or another, with corresponding subsi-
dies which I am sure we can all agree would
be most undesirable.

The ironical effect of this tax is that 1t
must be passed on to our fare-paying pas-
sengers, who are the very people who don't
use the highways by reason of their utiliza-
tion of local public transportation. We also
feel that these same passengers are, because
of their general economic level, those who
can least afford the increased cost. It is an
accepted fact that fare Iincreases, which
<could only result from this bill, further re-
duce transit patronage, which, in turn, ac-
celerates the need for further fare increases.
All of this only multiplies our already serious
problems in Denver and throughout the
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country, and hastens the day when we shall
no longer be a private industry.

We are sincerely hopeful that transit ex-
emptions will be restored to H. R. 10660, and
because of the urgency of this matter, we
will greatly appreciate anything you can do
to assist us.

Respectfully yours,
W. A. ALEXANDER,
President.
PuesLo, CoLo., December 5, 1955.
Hon. GornoN ALLOTT,
United States Senator,
Denver, Colo.

Dear GorpoN: We are attorneys for the
Pueblo Transit Co., of Pueblo, Colo., which
concern owns and operates the Pueblo local
street bus system. Its operations are con-
fined to the city limits of said city.

It is our understanding that highways,
and more particularly, taxes to pay for them,
will receive top consideration when Congress
reconvenes in January. Proposals will prob-
ably be made for increasing taxes on gasoline,
diesel fuel, and large tires.

As you are no doubt already aware, the
revenue derived from the operation of local
bus companies has been continually dimin-
ishing, due to automobile competition and
decentralization, to such an extent that there
is a serlous question whether many of the
now existing local bus companies throughout
the country will be able to continue. In most
cases the fares now being charged by the local
bus companies are already so high that it is
questionable whether any additional reve-
nues would be realized by increased fares, be-
cause of the reduction in riders which would
necessarily result therefrom.

This is a condition that is not peculiar to
our local company. It is a situation which
confronts practically every local bus company
in the country.

We sincerely hope therefore that before
the passage of any legislation increasing the
operating costs of local transit companies,
that hearings will be arranged in order that
all parties affected will have an opportunity
to present their views, and how any proposed
increase Iin taxes will affect their particular
operations.

Very truly yours,
PETERSEN & EVENSEN,
By HARRY PETERSEN.

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator
from Colorado.

Mr. President, I wish to make a pre-
diction. There is not a Member of this
body from a single State in the Union
who would not find that the problem
which I am deploring in connection with
this subject exists in his or her State.
This is a uniform problem across the
country. When we have a problem so
uniform as this, when we have a prob-
lem dealing directly with the low income
groups, who necessarily ride on public
transportation systems, I think. we
should take this amendment to confer-
ence.

I recognize the problem of the com-
mittee with other requests before it, but
I think we are relieving the committee
on the floor of the Senate when we say
most respectfully to the committee that
there is a common problem in each one
of the States, and we believe that our
committee should do us the favor of
taking the Smathers amendment to con-

ference.

Before I make the final decision as to
whether or not to press for this amend-
ment, I should like to know, first, what
my friend from Florida thinks about the
situation. I am in a position in which,
in effect, I have accepted his amend-
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ment, although he knew from previous
conversations that I intended to raise
this question. Technically I am offer-
ing the amendment as my amendment,
but let the Recorp be clear that the
amendment was first submitted by the
Senator from Florida.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair informs the Senate that the
amendment would not be in order at this
time, because the Senate is dealing with
technical amendments to title I, and not
title IT.

Mr. MORSE. We are completing the
discussion on this subject.

Mr. President, do I still have the floor?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oregon has the fioor.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator
from Filorida.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, the
reason I had not offered the amendment
previously was that we had not ap-
proached the particular part of the bill
with respect to which this amendment
would have been appropriate. However, I
had some previous discussion with the
Senator from Oregon on the subject. He
had evidenced his interest in the amend-
ment, as had the Senator from Colo=
rado, the Senator from Minnesota, and
many other Senators who find in their
States transit companies which operate
under franchises and in precarious
financial straits. Many of them are op=-
erating on a borderline basis, so to speak.
If additional taxes are to be imposed
under the Senate version of the bill,
many of them will be forced out of busi-
ness. -

The result is that what we are doing
in the Senate is punishing people who
have no other means of transportation—
such as housewives, clerks, stenograph-
ers, elevator operators, and others who
must use the transit systems in order
to perform necessary household tasks
and get from their homes to their jobs.

If we do not change the Senate com-
mittee provision, and adopt the provision
as passed by the House we shall punish
the people to whom I referred by depriv-
ing them of the only type of transporta-
tion available to them.

The Senator from Oregon has already
shown—and it seems to me very per-
suasively—why this particular amend-
ment should be adopted. The city
transit companies do not participate to
any great extent in the highway pro-
gram. Only 15 percent of the mileage
of the highway program will be used
in any fashion by them. So we are ac-
tually taxing them for something which
they cannot afford and do not substan-
tially use.

I hope the Senate conferees will be
willing to accept the House provision in
the conference. I understand from the
ruling of the Chair, that it would not
be in order to offer the amendment now.
I should like to confer further with the
Senator from Oregon to determine what
is the best course of action to follow in
offering the amendment later.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I was
advised, apparently erroneously, that
the Senate was almost at the point of



9232

the third reading of the hill, and that it
was almost ready for final passage. I
had my notes on the desk. I knew that
the question had not been covered.
That was the reason why I raised it.

In view of the comments of the Sen-
ator from Florida, I withdrew the
amendment at this time, to await the
decision of the Senator from Florida as
to whether or not he will offer the
amendment, Unless good cause is shown
to me in private conversation between
now and the time of final action, I serve
notice that if the amendment is not
offered by the Senator from Florida I
shall offer it again. I believe that this
is such a universal problem across the
country that we ought to ask that the
amendment be taken to conference, be-
cause I believe that the transit industry
is entitled to that consideration from
the Senate.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Is it not true that
we have also the complication of muni-
cipally owned transit systems as well as
privately owned transit systems?

Mr. MORSE. That is true.

Mr. HUMPHREY. There is involved
the question of the payment of taxes.
No taxes are paid by municipally owned
corporations, while on the other hand
private systems must pay.

Mr. MORSE. If we do not charge the
municipally owned systems we discrim-
inate against the private systems.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is true. The
record indicates that most privately
owned transit systems have a tough fime
making ends meet.

Mr. MORSE. There is no question
about it.

Mr. HUMPHREY. More and more of
them are going into the hands of muni-
palities.

Mr. MORSE. That is true.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I concur in the ar-
guments made by the Senator from Flor-
ida and the Senator from Oregon. I
have received a number of communica-
tions with respect to this particular
proposal, I was not sure what the final
judgment should be, but I think a diffi-
cult problem is posed, and one which
could be reconciled by giving some spe-
cial consideration to this kind of trans-
portation.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. BYRD. Municipal traction com-
panies are not taxed.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is my under-
standing.

Mr. BYRD. I understood the Senator
to say that they were taxed.

Mr. HUMPHREY. No; I am sorry.

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from Min-
nesota was pointing out the discrimina-
tion against private transit companies
in favor of publicly owned transit com-
panies. I do not think such discrimina-
tion is fair or equitable.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. SMATHERS. Under present law
municipally owned transit companies do
not pay a gasoline tax.
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Under the proposal of the Senate Fi-
nance Committee privately owned
transit companies in addition to the new
use tax would have an additional 1-cent
gasoline tax. In effect, we would be tell-
ing every privately owned local transit
company, “You might as well go out of
business and sell to some Government
agency. We are in fact discriminating
against the private enterprise system
by giving the municipally owned transit
company an advantage which a pri-
vately owned company may not enjoy.

Mr. MORSE. Such a provision would
discriminate unfairly against the pri-
vate company so far as the principle is
concerned; and it would discriminate
against privately owned companies in
relation to publicly owned companies,
which are operating on the basis of mu-
nicipal bonds which have been sold to
private investors. Such bondholders
have an advantage over the bondholders
of private companies.

I withdraw the amendment for the
time being, with notice that I may offer
it later.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, has con-
sideration of title I of the bill been com-
pleted?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair informs the Senator from Virginia
that it has not been completed.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, may we
complete consideration of title I?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Committee on Public
‘Works to title I is open to further amend-
ment. If there be no further amendment
to be proposed to the committee amend-
ment, the question is on agreeing to the
committee amendment, as amended.

Mr. KNOWLAND. The committee
amendment to title I, as I understand.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. To title
I of the bill; that is correct.

The committee amendment fo title I,
as amended, was agreed to.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I have a
brief statement to make with respect to
title IT of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Secretary will state the first amendment
of the Committee on Finance in title II,

The first amendment of the Committee
on Finance was under the heading “Title
II—Highway Revenue Act of 1956, on
page 51, line 6, after the word “gallon”,
to insert a comma and the following:

And by adding after paragraph (2) the
following “In the case of a liquid taxable
under this subsection sold for use or used as
a fuel in a diesel-powered highway vehicle
which (at the time of such sale or use) is
not registered, and not required to be reg-
istered, for highway use under the laws of
any State or forelgn country (or, in the case
of a diesel-powered highway vehicle owned
by the United States, which is not used on
the highway), the tax imposed by paragraph
(1) or by paragraph (2) shall be 2 cents a
gallon in lieu of 3 cents a gallon. If a
liguid on which tax was imposed by para-
graph (1) at the rate of 2 cents a gallon by
reason of the preceding sentence is used as
a fuel in a diesel-powered highway vehicle
which (at the time of such use) is registered,
or required to be registered, for highway
use under the laws of any State or foreign
country (or, in the case of a diesel-powered
highway vehicle owned by the United States,
which is used on the highway), a tax of 1
cent a gallon shall be Imposed under para-
graph (2).”
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Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I should
like to ask permission to insert in the
REecorDp at this point a statement I have
prepared explaining title II, the financ-
ing provisions of the highway bill. I
shall, however, summarize orally the
financing features of the bill.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BYRD

I wish to call up for consideration of the
Senate title IT of H. R. 10660. This title pro-
vides the revenue to meet the expenditures
of the Interstate Federal Highway System
and also the expenditures for the primary,
secondary, and urban roads provided under
title I of the bill.

To provide the revenue for carrying out
title I it Is necessary to increase the rates of
certain fuel taxes and levy new taxes. Our
committee bill has adopted the increases and
new taxes provided by the House bill with the
exception of a change made in the annual use
tax applied to trucks and buses. These taxes
are as follows:

INCREASES UNDER TITLE IT

1. A 1 cent a gallon Increase in the gaso-
line, diesel, and fuel taxes is provided, raising
these taxes from 2 cents a gallon to 3 cents
a gallon.

2. The tax on tires is increased from 5 cents
a pound to 8 cents a pound, and a new tax of
8 cents a pound is imposed on camelback,

3. An increase of 2 percentage points is
provided in the manufacturer’s tax on trucks,
buses, and truck trailers. The rate of tax on
these articles under the present law would
have reverted to 5 percent on April 1, 1957.
Both the House bill and your committee bill
provide an overall rate of 10 percent and con-
tinue such rate in effect until July 1, 1972,
when the 5-percent rate becomes applicable
again.

4. A new use tax on trucks and buses of
$2.50 per 1,000 pounds of taxable weight is
imposed. The House bill applied a tax of
$1.50 per 1,000 pounds of taxable weight to
all trucks weighing over 26,000 pounds. Thus,
if a truck weighed slightly over 26,000, it was
subject to the full tax of $1.50 on entire tax-
able gross weight. In the opinion of your
committee, this created a discrimination
agalnst those trucks which were just over
26,000 pounds. To meet this problem the
Senate Finance Committee raised the rate
from $1.50 to 2.50, but applied it only to the
excess taxable weight over 26,000 pounds.
The following table shows the tax effect un-
der the two bills in the case of trucks of
different weights:

TasLE I
Tax under—
Truck weight
House Senate
amend-
bill ment

28,000 pounds. .. cacocnccocanaaaaas]  $42:00 £5.00
30,000 pounds._ 45,00 10.00
52,50 22.50
60, 00 35,00
82,50 7250
p 7. 50 97. 50
70,000 pounds. . . e oo 105, 00 110. 00

Under the House bill, the increases in the
gasoline and diesel fuel taxes are limited to
such fuel used in highway vehicles. In gen-
eral, a highway vehicle is a vehicle which if
new would be subject to the manufacturers’
excise tax on the sale of trucks, buses, pas-
senger cars, etc., or which is a motorcycle.
In the case of diesel fuels, the existing 2
cents a gallon tax applies only in the case of
liquids used as a fuel in a diesel-powered
highway vehicle. The increases will, there-
fore, under the House bill apply to gasoline
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or diesel fuel sold for use In a highway
vehicle, including a diesel-powered highway
vehicle, whether or not the vehicle is actually
used on the highway.

In the case of special motor fuels, the
tax under the present law applies only with
respect to the special motor fuels sold for use
in a motorboat, airplane, or motor vehicle.
Under the House bill, the increased tax is
limited to the special fuel used in motor
vehicles. However, it was pointed out in the
hearings before our committee that under
the House bill, the increase of 1 cent a gallon
tax on special motor fuels will apply, whether
or not the motor vehicle is of the highway
type. Therefore, in the case of a motor
vehicle not of the highway type a different
rule will be applied to the purchase of special
fuels than is applied to the use of gasoline
and diesel fuels, Your committee has
amended the law to apply the special in-
creased fuel taxes to a highway vehicle as dis-
tinguished from & motor vehicle,

The attention of your committee was
called to the fact that there are many
vehicles of the highway type which never
use the highway. Your committee bill there-
fore has amended the House bill to provide
that the 1 cent increase in gasoline, diesel
fuel, and special motor fuel will apply only
to vehicles registered (or required to be regis-
tered) for use on the public highways. Thus,
the same rule which was applied in the House
bill to the use tax on trucks and buses is
extended to the fuel taxes by your commit-
tee's bill.

The increase in the tax on tires under
both bills applies only to those used on high-
way vehicles. In this respect, your commit-
tee found it impracticable to apply the tax
on tires of the type used on highway vehicles
to only tires used on registered vehicles.
This is because a tire of the type used on a
highway-type vehicle may be used either on
a registered or an unregistered vehicle,

Under the Senate bill, as well as under the
House bill, the revenues provided will cover
a period of 16 years, that is, until July 1,
1872. The road program under title I is
established on a 13-year period.

The total receipts to be used for carrying
out title I of the bill amount to $38,202,000,-
000, of which $14,518,000,000 represents new
or increased taxes and $23,684,000,000 repre-
sents existing taxes. This is shown by the
receipts of the trust fund for the 16-year
period. At this point, I insert the following
table showing the details as to these receipts:

TaBLE IT.—Receipts over 16-year period from
new or increased lazes

Million

Gasoline $9, 369
Diesel fuel 267
Tires 1,909
Tread rubber 180
Trucks, buses, and trailers ... 2,313
Truck use tax el 49
Total 14, 518

TasLe III.—Receipts over 16-year Period
from present law taxes

Million

Gasoline. $19, 561
Diesel fuel 535
Tires 3,435
Tubes 153
Total 23, 684

TasLe IV.—Total tar receipts allocated to
highway trust fund over 16-year period

Million

Total $38, 202

New or Increased taxXes .o oceeeeana 14,518
Present law taxes 23, 684

HIGHWAY TRUST FUND

Both the House and your committee's bill
Pprovide for the highway program to be han-
dled through a Highway Trust Fund.
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All of the new and increased taxes pro-
vided by the bill are to be paid from this
fund. As I previously indicated these are
expected to amount to $14.5 billion over the
16-year period up to 1972, In addition the
present taxes on gasoline, diesel fuel and
tires and tubes go into this fund. Revenue
from these sources is expected to amount to
£23.7 billion over the period making a grand
total for trust fund revenues of $38.2 billion.

Expenditures from the fund will include
the authorizations made for the regular
highway Federal aid program as well as those
for the Interstate System. The new author-
izations under title I are as follows:

Million

Regular ald program._ - oo £3, 800
Interstate Syst 24, 750
Total 28, 550

In addition existing authorizations, which
also will be paid from the fund, amount to
about 2 billion, bringing the total author-
ized expenditures from the fund up to $30.5
billion.

The trust fund will operate in the same
manner as the old-age and survivors insur-
ance trust fund under existing law. Fund
balances will be invested in Government
bonds bearing an average interest rate and
any amounts borrowed by the trust fund will
also bear this same rate of interest.

LIMITATIONS ON APPORTIONMENTS OUT OF THE
TRUST FUND

In section 209 (b) of the bill, it is declared
to be the intention of Congress that if it
hereafter appears—

“(1) that the total receipts of the trust
fund (exclusive of advances under subsection
(d)) will be less than the total expenditures
from such fund (exclusive of repayments of
such advances); or

“(2) that the distribution of the tax bur-
den among the various classes of persons us=
ing the Federal-aid highways, or otherwise
deriving benefits from such highways, is not
equitable,
the Congress shall enact legislation in order
to bring about a balance of total receipts
and total expenditures, or such equitable dis-
tribution, as the case may be.”

While over the entire 16-year period it is
estimated that receipts will exceed expendi~
tures, there will be years in which expendi-
tures will exceed receipts after the program
gets fully underway. This is shown by the
following table:

TasrLe V—Years in which the erpenditures

of the trust fund exceed the taz receipts of
the fund

In millions]
Tax re-
ceipts Interest Nﬁﬁd
minus credit () credit (+)
highwaf' or or
expendi- | charge (=) chatges (=)
—52 -+8§18 +516
—500 +13 —406
B30 |l — 630
— 206 -—16 — 306
—26 —14 —40

To give assurance that no deficit will de-
velop in the highway trust the committee
has added a section placing a limitation on
disbursements from the highway trust fund
for apportionment to the States when the
Secretary of the Treasury determines there is
a deficlency in the fund, This will apply
only in the case of apportionments to the
Interstate System. Under this section, the
SBecretary of the Treasury is to advise the
Secretary of Commerce, who is then to re-
duce the funds available for apportionment
to the States with respect to the Interstate
System. This reduction in the apportion-
ments for the Interstate System is to be made
among the States on a pro rata basis. Sub-
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sequently, as the Secretary of the Treasury
estimates that interstate highway trust fund
balances will become available to meet these
apportionments to the Btates for the Inter-
state Highway System, the amounts previ-
ously withheld are to be apportioned by the
Becretary of Commerce to the various States.

REFUND PROCEDURES

Your committee amended the House bill
in the case of the gasoline tax to provide
direct refunds of the 1-cent additional tax
to purchasers of gasoline for use in other
than registered highway vehicles. The pro-
cedure followed is similar to that already
provided for farmers. Under the House bill
exemptions were provided for this 1-cent tax
where purchases were made direct from the
producer. Where the gasoline was purchased
from wholesale or retail dealers under the
House bill refunds were provided but these
required processing up through the refiner of
the gasoline. The direct refund provided by
your committee’s bill short-cuts much of this
paperwork.

Your committee’s bill continues the ex-
emption and refund procedure provided in
the House bill, however, in the case of special
motor Tuels and also applies it In the case of
diesel fuel, where these fuels are used in other
than registered highway vehicles. These
taxes are retail taxes instead of manufac-
turers’ taxes and, therefore, the exemption
and refund procedure followed in the House
bill does not involve the same amount of
paperwork which would be involved in the
case of the manufacturers’ tax on gasoline,

LOCAL TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

One of the problems confronting the com=
mittee was the exemption granted in the
House bill for loeal transportation systems.
This exemption applies not only to the fuel
taxes but also to the special tax on trucks
and buses in excess of 26,000 pounds.

Enactment of this bill will lead to the con-
struction, on the Interstate System, of about
36,900 miles of highway. Of this, 31,200
miles will be rural roads at an average cost
of a little over $400,000 per mile; and about
5,700 miles will be urban highways at an
average cost of about $2,625,000 per mile.
This should virtually complete the Interstate
System program.

On the Federal-ald primary and secondary
systems the program authorized by the bill
will construct about 248,000 miles of rural
roads at an average cost of $67,000 per mile;
and about 8,750 miles of urban highways and
streets at an average cost of $814,000 per mile,

The Interstate System will, after its com-
pletion, accommodate about 20 percent of all
urban level. Of the travel on this system,
about 21 percent will be interstate travel and
79 percent will be intrastate, mainly local.

On other Federal-aid roads In urban areas
only about 6 percent of the traffic is inter-
state, and 94 percent is intrastate, mostly
between points within the urban area.

Travel by commercial buses constitutes
0.6 percent of the total travel on city
streets. Presumably, this would be diverted
to the Interstate System in about the same
proportion as other traffic (20 percent). In
any case, buses would benefit from relief of
congestion on other main routes brought
about by diversion of traflic to the Inter-
state System.

Furthermore, I believe that to exempt local
transportation systems from the Iincreased
taxes and apply them to taxicabs will cause
a real discrimination against taxicabs. Since
each will receive substantial benefit {rom
this increased tax, each should be willing
to contribute to the increased burden caused
thereby.

FLOOR-STOCK TAXES AND REFUNDS

Both the House and your committee's bill
provide for floor-stock taxes on the inven=-
tories in the hands of dealers on July 1, 1956,
the date when the various increases or new
taxes become effective under this bill. These
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floor-stock taxes are necessary to prevent
dealers, in order to avold the new taxes,
from stocking up on goods just before the
new tax rates become effective. Also, these
taxes will place all dealers in the same posi-
tion on the date of the tax increase—that is,
in all cases they will make their sales from
tax-paid inventory. The floor-stock taxes
are provided with respect to:

(1) The 2-percentage-point increase In the
tax on trucks and buses, from 8 percent to
10 percent.

(2) The 3-cents-a-pound increase in the
tax on highway-vehicle-type tires.

(3) The new 3-cents-a-pound tax on
camelback.

(4) The 1 cent additional tax on gaso-
line, although in this case the tax does not
apply to gasoline stocks of retail dealers.

Your committee has added a provision to
make 1t clear, however, that these floor stock
taxes need not be paid until 3 months after
the date they are imposed. The House bill
contained no date for paying these taxes and
as a result taxpayers were concerned as to
what time for payment the regulations
might provide.

The bill, both as it passed the House and
as approved by your committee, also pro-
vides for floor stock refunds for dealers in
1972 when the tax increases provided by
this bill are scheduled for reduction. These
refunds are to be available with respect to
the same items as in the case of the floor
stock taxes. These refunds will remove the
discrimination against dealers who happen
to have large stocks of items on hand on the
rate reduction date on which tax has been
paid at the higher rates.

CLOSING STATEMENT

The benefits to be derived from this bill
are immeasurable.

Our highway systems operated by all levels
of government from county and township to
Federal constitute the largest single public
facility in America. They are essentially
an extension of our vast private enterprise
production and distribution system on which
the American economy rests. As such they
are as important to this free-enterprise sys-
tem as the factorles and mines and farms
and stores themselves, because they form one
of the important mediums which link these
units of the system together and permit it
to function as a single unit. It is not the
movement of raw materials and finished
products alene which must be transported
that is to be considered but of equal im-
portance we must consider the movement of
people between homes and places of em-
ployment and to and from the market
places and other places which constitute our
accepted economic and social pattern of liv-
ing. It is in this transport of people—in-
dividual people—or small groups of 2, 3, 4,
or a couple of dozen that highways are the
only feasible and economical form of trans-
port.

I say it is important because studies show
that at least 4 out of every 5 of our 65 million
workers get to work over the highways—the
small remainder either walk, work in their
homes, or use rail facilities. Most of this is
through personalized transportation, that is,
the family automobile, rather than mass
forms of transport such as buses or trains,
In our larger cities this personalized trans-
port rather than so-called mass forms has
become almost a necessity because of the
wide spreadout of our people into the sub-
urbs where the concentration of persons is
s0 much smaller than is the case in heavily
built up areas of apartments and flats and
row houses. This thin spreadout of popula-
tion to the suburbs (which has characterized
our city growth of recent years, and which
undoubtedly will continue, and is a good
thing for many reasons) makes the private
automobile essential as a part of our modern
economy.
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‘While it solves some of the problems, it also
creates others. I mean traffic congestion, of
course, and I don't have to explain what this
is to any of you for all of us to have been
and are experiencing it every day—morning,
noon, and night. Asan example, traffic in the
rush hours of our big cities moves no faster
than a man can walk. On the Shirley High-
way during rush hours adjacent to Washing-
ton, the average actual speed is only about 15
miles per hour instead of the 456 to 56 for
which it is designed. The reason it is so slow
is because there 1s only one such highway
avallable in this area and it is just not enough
to meet the demand.

This bill proposes to take the largest step
forward in remedying the Shirley Highway
congestions in Washington and all the other
similar places over the country. It will not
correct all of them to he sure, but it is big
enough to furnish the major portion of the
relief that is needed. The problem is hig
and the cost of course seems also big. The
amount of money we are talking about is
the largest single sum ever proposed by this
Congress except for war. But the large fig-
ures referred to in the press and in this bill
should be brought down to the size which
we as individuals can understand more read-
ily. For each of us as average passenger-car
owners, the annual price tag is only $8.80 or
about 18 cents a week. And that 18 cents
from the tens of millions of passenger cars
pays the big share of the large and spectacu-
lar figures you are hearing about in con-
nection with this program. But actually the
18 cents is not a cost at all but rather an
investment which returns at least that much
dividend—even more. We are told—and the
figures look reasonable—that the savings in
automobile liability insurance premiums
alone resulting from fewer accidents—will
equal this small charge. This does not even
take. into account the savings in gasoline,
tire and brake wear and engine repair re-
sulting from fewer stops and starts of the
average car. You can make your own cal-
culation from a figure of about a penny as the
average cost of one start and stop at a
traffic light or in a long congested walfting
line of traffic. I say we are already paying
the bill for the highway program proposed
in this bill but we don't have the roads.
This bill proposes to convert these losses into
a usable highway system for our people’s
general benefit and enjoyment.

The traffic relief that the program will
bring will extend to all our people, particu-
larly to our metropolitan areas. Fifty-five
percent of all the funds provided for the
Interstate System are expected to go into
metropolitan area relief and 256 percent of
the funds for the Federal aid primary and
secondary systems and their extensions into
urban areas. In all, about 45 percent of all
the Federal funds to be expended in this
program will go in urban areas—but this is
in about the same ratio as payments would
be made by the users themselves—and about
the same ratio in which vehicles use our
public streets and highways. The bill pro-
vides substantial programs in all classes of
highways, from the farm-to-market roads
to the big city expressways—and I think in a
reasonable relation to the benefits received
by the different users.

Mr. BYRD, Mr. President, the hill,
over the 16-year period from July 1, 1956,
to June 30, 1972, will raise $14,518,000,000
in new revenue.

This revenue will be raised from:

First. A 1-cent increase in the present
2-cent tax on gasoline and other motor
fuels;

Second. A 3-cent increase in the pres=
ent 5-cent tax on tires and a new 3-cent
tax on camelback:

Third. An increase to 10 percent of the
8-percent manufacturers’ tax on trucks
and buses; and

buses.
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Fourth. A new annual use tax of $2.50
on trucks and buses for each 1,000 pounds
over 26,000.

The new gasoline and other fuel taxes
are limited to fuel for use in registered
highway vehicles. Limiting this tax to
registered highway vehicles is an amend-
ment made by the Finance Committee
designed to limit the new tax to the ex-
tent administratively feasible to highway
use.

The Finance Committee also adopted
an amendment in the case of gasoline
used in other than registered highway
vehicles to provide direct refunds of the
1-cent additional tax along the lines
Congress has already provided in the case
of gasoline used on farms. This was a
substitute for the House provision which
would have provided exemptions or re-
funds which would have to be processed
up through the producers and would in-
volve a lot of paperwork.

The Finance Committee also adopted
an amendment removing the exemptions
from the new gasoline, and truck, and
bus use taxes provided by the House bill
for the local transit systems. These
systems use the urban highways exten-
sively and I have been informed that
according to present estimates 55 per-
cent of the interstate funds will be spent
in urban areas. If we were to exempt
these systems because they are in bad
financial shape, every other hard-pressed
business using the highways could make
a similar claim for exemption.

The Finance Committee, to eliminate
discrimination against trucks or buses
weighing just over 26,000 pounds, modi-
fied somewhat the new tax provided by
the House bill on the use of trucks and
The House bill provided a tax
of $1.50 for each 1,000 pounds of weight
in the case of loaded vehicles weighing
over 26,000 pounds. The Finance Com=-
mittee amended the bill to limit the tax
to the weight over 26,000 pounds, but to
regain part of the revenue this would
lose, raised the tax rate from $1.50 to
$2.50 per 1,000 pounds.

The $14.5 billion in new revenue raised
by this bill, together with the present
taxes on gasoline, diesel fuel, and tires
and tubes are to go into a highway trust
fund created by this bill. The present
law revenues going into this fund amount
to $23.7 billion over the period up to
1972. This means that total trust fund
tax revenues will amount to $38.2 bil-
lion in the 16-year period.

Expenditures from the fund as au-
thorized by title I of this bill and by
present law which will come out of this
fund amount to $30.5 billion, $5.5 bil-
lion under the regular road program and
$25 billion under the Interstate System.
Thus, authorized expenditures under the
bill will be $7.7 billion below expected
revenues. However, this only takes into
account authorizations for the regular
road program for 5 of the 13 years.

The Finance Committee has adopted
an amendment to give assurance that no
deficit will develop in this trust fund.
The Secretary of the Treasury is to esti-
mate the revenues of the fund from time
to time and if they are less than the ap-
portionments for any year or years, these
apportionments are to be reduced on a
pro rata basis so no deficiency will de-
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velop. This reduction in apportion-
ments, however, is to be limited to those
for the Interstate System. Moreover, as
more funds become available, the appor-
ticnments previously withheld will be re-
stored.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendments of the Com-
mittee on Finance to title II be agreed to
en bloc and that title IT as thus amended
be treated as original text for purpose
of further amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

The committee amendments to title IT,
agreed to en bloe, are as follows:

Under the heading “Title II—Highway Rev=
enue Act of 1856, on page 51, line 8, after
the word *“gallon,” it is proposed to insert
a comma and “‘and by adding after paragraph
(2) the following: ‘In the case of a liquid
taxable under this subsection sold for use
or used as a fuel in a diesel-powered highway
vehicle which (at the time of such sale or
use) is not registered, and not required to be
registered, for highway use under the laws
of any State or foreign country (or, in the
case of a diesel-powered highway vehicle
owned by the United States, which is mot
used on the highway), the tax imposed by
paragraph (1) or by paragraph (2) shall be 2
cents a gallon in lieu of 3 cents a gallon. If
a liquid on which tax was imposed by para-
graph (1) at the rate of 2 cents a gallon by
reason of the preceding sentence is used as
a fuel in a diesel-powered highway vehicle
which (at the time of such use) is registered,
or required to be registered, for highway use
under the laws of any State or foreign coun-
try (or, in the case of a diesel-powered high-
way vehicle owned by the United States,
which is used on the highway), a tax of
1 cent a gallon shall be imposed under para-
graph (2).'”

On page 52, after line 3, to strike out:

“In the case of a liquid sold for use or
used as a fuel for the propulsion of a motor=
boat or airplane, the tax imposed bty para-
graph (1) or by paragraph (2) shall be 2
cents a gallon in lieu of 3 cents a gallon.
If a liquid on which tax was imposed by
paragraph (1) at the rate of 2 cents a gallon
by reason of the preceding sentence is used
as a fuel for the propulsion of a motor
vehicle, a tax of 1 cent a gallon shall be
imposed under paragraph (2).”

And in leu thereof, to insert:

“In the case of a liguid taxable under
this subsection sold for use or used otherwise
than as a fuel for the propulsion of a high=-
way vehicle which (at the time of such sale
or use) is registered, or required to be reg-
istered, for highway use under the laws of
any ‘State or foreign country (or, in the case
of a highway vehicle owned by the United
States, which is used on the highway), the
tax imposed by paragraph (1) or by para-
graph (2) shall be 2 cents a gallon in lieu of
3 cents a gallon. If a liquid on which tax
was imposed by paragraph (1) at the rate of
2 cents a gallon by reason of the preceding
sentence is used as a fuel for the propulsion
of a highway wvehicle which (at the time
of such use) is registered, or required to be
registered, for highway use under the laws
of any State or foreign country (or, in the
case of a highway vehicle owned by the
United States, which is used on the high-
way), & tax of 1 cent a gallon shall be im-
posed under paragraph (2)."”

On page 53, line 8, after the word “of”,
to strike out “subsection” and insert “sub-
sections (a) and (b).”

On page 56, at the beginning of line 3, to
strike out “(a) Increase in rate: Section”,
and insert “Section”; after line 8, to strike
out: 3
“{b) Reduced rate In certain cases: Under
regulations prescribed by the BSecretary or
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his delegate, in the case of gasoline sold by
the producer or importer thereof, or by any
producer of gasoline, to any person for use
by such person otherwise than as a fuel in
a highway vehicle, the tax imposed by sub-
section (a) shall be 2 cents a gallon in liem
of 3 cents a gallon. This subsection shall
not apply to gasoline which (within the
meaning of pars. (1), (2), and (3) of sec.
6420 (c)) is sold for use on a farm for
farming purposes.

“{c) Rate reduction: On and after July
1, 1972—

“(1) the tax imposed by this section shall
be 114 cents a gallon; and

*“(2) subsection (b) shall not apply.”

And insert:

*{b) Rate reduction: On and after July
1, 1972, the tax imposed by this section shall
be 115 cents a gallon.”

At the top of page 57, to strike out:

*“{b) Technical amendment: Section 6420
{(a) (relating to gasoline used on farms) is
amend by striking out ‘4081 in paragraph
(2) and inserting in lieu thereof ‘4081 (a).'*

On page 57, after line 10, to strike out:

“{a) Imposition of tax: A tax is hereby
imposed on the use of any highway motor
vehicle which (together with the semitrailers
and trailers customarily used in connection
with highway motor vehicles of the same
type as such highway motor vehicle) has a
taxable gross weight of more than 26,000
pounds, at the rate of $1.50 a year for each
1,000 pounds of faxable gross weight or
fraction thereof.”

And in lieu thereof, to ingert:

“{a) Imposition of tax: There is hereby
imposed on the use of any highway motor
vehicle a tax at the rate of $2.50 a year for
each 1,000 pounds of taxable gross weight
or fraction thereof in excess of 26,000 pounds
of taxable gross weight.”

On page 58, line 4, after the word “reg-
istered”, to insert a comma and “or, in
case the highway motor vehicle is owned by
the United States, by the Department or
agency of the United States operating such
vehicle.”

On page 60, after line 16, to strike out:

“(c) Certain transit type buses: Under
regulations prescribed by the Secretary or
his delegate, no tax shall be imposed by
section 4481 on the use of any bus which is
of the transit type (rather than of the inter-
city type) by a person who, for the last 3
months of the preceding year (or for such
other period as the Secretary or his delegate
may by regulations prescribe for purposes of
this subsection), met the 60-percent pas-
senger fare revenue test set forth in section
6416 (b) (2) (L) (1) as applied to the period
prescribed for purposes of this subsection.”

On page 63, line 13, after the word “ve-
hicles"”, to Insert “(as defined in section 4072
(e)).”

On page 64, line 7, after “(a)”, to strike
out “(3).” " and insert “(3).”; after line 7,
to insert:

“(d) Due date of taxes: The taxes imposed
by subsection (a) shall be paid at such
time after September 30, 1966, as may be pre-
scribed by the Secretary or his delegate.”

On page 68, after line 2, to strike out:

“{J) In the case of a liguid in respect of
which tax was pald under section 4041 (b)
{1) at the rate of 8 cents a gallon, used or
resold for use as a fuel for the propulsion of
a motorboat or airplane; except that the
amount of such overpayment shall not ex-
ceed an amount computed at the rate of 1
cent a gallon.”

And in lieu thereof, to insert:

“(J) In the case of a liguid in respect of
which tax was pald under section 4041 (a)
(1) at the rate of 3 cents a gallon, used or
resold for use as fuel in a diesel-powered
highway vehicle which (at the time of such
use or resale) is not registered, and not re-
quired to be registered, for highway use un-
der the laws of any State or foreign country
(or, in the case of a diesel-powered high-
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way vehicle owned by the United States,
which is not used on the highway); and, in
the case of a liquid in respect of which tax
was paid under section 4041 (b) (1) at the
rate of 3 cents a gallon, used or resold for
use otherwise than as a fuel for the propul-
slon of a highway wvehicle which (at the
time of such use or resale) is registered, or
required to be registered, for highway use
under the laws of any State or foreign coun-
try (or, in the case of a highway vehicle
owned by the United States, which is used
on the highway); except that the amount of
any overpayment by reason of this subpara-
graph shall not exceed an amount computed
at the rate of 1 cent a gallon.”

On page 69, after line 5, to strike out;

“(EK) In the case of gasoline in respect
of which tax was pald under section 4081 at
the rate of 3 cents a gallon, used or re-
sold for use otherwise than as a fuel in a
highway vehicle; except that (1) the amount
of such overpayment shall mot exceed an
amount computed at the rate of 1 cent a
gallon, and (ii) this subparagraph shall not
apply in respect of gasoline which was
{within the meaning of paragraphs (1), (2),
and (8) of section 6420 (c¢)) used or resold
for use on a farm for farming purposes;

“(L) In the case of a liquid in respect of
which tax was pald under section 4041 or
4081 at the rate of 3 cents a gallon, used in
vehicles while engaged in furnishing
scheduled common carrier public passenger
land transportation service along regular
routes; except that (i) this subparagraph
shall apply, in respect of any liquid used
during any calendar quarter or such other
period as the Secretary or his delegate may
by regulations prescribe, only if at least 60
percent of the total passenger fare revenue
{not including the tax imposed by section
4261, relating to the tax on transportation
of persons) derived by such person during
such period from scheduled service along
such regular routes was attributable to fares
which were exempt from the tax imposed
by section 4261 by reason of section 4262 (b)
(relating to the exemption for commuta-
tion travel, ete.), and (ii) the amount of
such overpayment for such period shall not
exceed an amount which bears the same
ratio to the amount computed at the rate
of 1 cent a gallon as the passenger fare rey=-
enue derived during such period from such
fares exempt from tax for such scheduled
service bears to the total passenger fare
revenue (not including the tax imposed by
section 4261) derived durlng such period
for such scheduled service.”

On page T0, at the beginning of line 19,
to strike out “(M)” and insert “(K)”; in
line 23, after the word “vehicles,” to insert
*“(as defined in section 4072 (c)), unless
credit or refund of such tax is allowable un=-
der subsection (b) (3)."

Beginning at the top of page 71, to in-
sert:

*“(c) Payments to ultimate purchasers:
Bubchapter B of chapter 65 (relating to rules
of special applicatichn for abatements, cred-
its, and refunds) is amended by renumber=
ing section 6421 as 6422 and by inserting after
section 6420 the following new section:

“ ‘Sgc. 6421, Gasoline used for certain non=-
highway purposes

*‘({a) Nonhighway uses: If gasoline 1s used
otherwise than as a fuel in a highway vehicle
which (at the time of such use) 1s registered,
or required to be registered, for highway use
under the laws of any State or foreign coun-
try (or, in the case of a highway vehicle
owned by the United States, which is used on
the highway), the Secretary or his delegate
shall pay (without interest) to the ultimate
purchaser of such gasoline an amount equal
to 1 cent for each gallon of gasoline so used.

*¢(b) Filingof claims:

% (1) Period covered; general rule: Except
as provided in paragraph (2), not more than
1 claim may be filed under subsection (a)
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by any person with respect to the gasoline
used during the 1-year period ending on June
30 of any vear.

“+(2) Exception: A claim may be filed
under subsection (a) by any person with
respect to the gasoline (for which he is en=
titled to payment under subsection (a))
used during the period ending with any
calendar gquarter, if the claim is filed with
respect to the use of at least 100,000 gallons
of gasoline. A claim may be filed under
gubsection (a) pursuant to this paragraph
with respect to the use of less than 100,000
gallons of gasoline, if filed—

“i(A) for a period of less than 1 year,

% «(B) for a period ending on June 30 of
any year, and

“i(C) by a person who has filled one or
more claims under the first sentence of this
paragraph with respect to gasoline used dur-
ing the portion of such year preceding the
period for which claim is filed under this
sentence,

“1(3) Time for filing: No claim shall be
allowed under subsection (a) with respect
to gasoline used during the 1-year period
ending on June 30 of any year, or during any
period ending with any calendar quarter
ending with or within such 1-year period,
unless filed on or before September 30 of the
year in which such 1l-year period ends.

“*(c) Meaning of gasoline: For purposes
of this section, the term *gasoline” has the
meaning given to such term by section 4082

b).
: “i(d) Exempt sales; other payments or re-
funds available:

“4(1) Exempt sales: No amount shall be
paid under this section with respect to any
gasoline which the Secretary or his delegate
determines was exempt from the tax imposed
by section 4081. The amount which (but
for this sentence) would be payable under
this eection with respect to any gasoline
shall be reduced by any other amount which
the Secretary or his delegate determines is
payable under this section, or is refundable
tunder any provisions of this title, to any per-
son with respect to such gasoline.

*¢(2) Gasoline used on farms—This sec-
tion shall not apply in respect of gaso-
line which was (within the meaning of
paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) of section 6420
(c)) used on a farm for farming purposes.

“*'(e) Applicable laws:

*¢(1) In general: All provisions of law,
including penalties, applicable in respect of
the tax imposed by section 4081 shall, inso-
far as applicable and not inconsistent with
this section, apply in respect of the pay-
ments provided for in this section to the
same extent as if such payments constituted
refunds of overpayments of the tax so
imposed.

“4(2) Examination of books and wit-
nesses: For the purpose of ascertaining the
correctness of any claim made under this
section, or the correctness of any payment
‘made in respect of any such claim, the Secre-
tary or his delegate shall have the authority
granted by paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) of
sectlon 7602 (relating to examination of
books and witnesses) as If the claimant were
the person liable for tax.

“*(f) Regulations: The. Secretary or his
delegate may by regulations prescribe the
conditions, not inconsistent with the provi-
sions of this section, under which payments
may be made under this section.

“‘(g) Effective date: This section shall
apply only with respect to gasoline purchased
after June 30, 1956, and before July 1, 1972,

“‘(h) Crossreferences:

“*(1) For reduced rate of tax in case of
diesel fuel and special motor fuels used for
certain nonhighway purposes, see subsections
(a) and (b) of section 4041.

“*(2) For civil penalty for excessive claims
under this section, see section 6675.
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% ¢(3) For fraud penalties, etc., see chapter
75 (section 7201 and following, relating to
crimes, other offenses, and forfeitures).'

“{(d) Technical amendments:

*(1) Section 6206 (relating to special rules
applicable to excessive claims) is amended—

“(A) by striking out ‘section 6420’ in the
heading and inserting in lieu thereof ‘sec-
tions 6420 and 6421";

“(B) by inserting after ‘6420' in the first
sentence thereof ‘or 6421"; and

“(C) by inserting after ‘6420’ in the second
sentence thereof ‘or 6421, as the case may
be."”

“(2) Section 6675 (relating to excessive
claims for gasoline used on farms) is
amended—

“(A) by striking out ‘For Gasoline Used
on Farms' in the heading and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘With Respect to the Use of
Certain Gasoline’;

“(B) by inserting after ‘6420 (relating to
gasoline used on farms)' in subsection (a)
thereof ‘or 6421 (relating to gasoline used
for certain nonhighway purposes)’; and

“(C) by inserting after '6420" in subsec-
tion (b) thereof ‘or €421, as the case may

“(3) Section 7210 (relating to failure to
obey summons) is amended by inserting
after ‘sections 6420 (e) (2)," the following:
‘6421 (e) (2).

“(4) Section 7603 (relating to service of
summons) and 7604 (relating to enforce-
ment of summons) and the first sentence of
section 7605 (relating to time and place of
examination) are each amended by inserting
after ‘section 6420 (e) (2)' wherever it ap-
pears a comma and the following: ‘6421 (e)
(2)." The second sentence of section 7605
is amended by inserting after ‘section 6420
(e) (2)' the following: ‘or 6421 (e) (2)."

*“(e) Clerical amendments:

*(1) Section 4084 is amended to read as
follows:

*“ ‘Sgc. 4084, Cross references.

“*(1) For provisions to relleve farmers
from excise tax in the case of gasoline used
on the farm for farming purposes, see section
6420,

**(2) For provisions to relieve purchasers
of gasoline from exclise tax in the case of
gasoline used for certain nonhighway pur-
poses, see section 6421.”

“(2) The table of sections for subpart A
of part III of subchapter A of chapter 32 is
amended by striking out
“‘Sgc. 4084. Rellef of farmers from tax in

case of gasoline used on the
farm.’
and Inserting in lieu thereof
‘““ ‘Sec. 4084. Cross references.’
“(3) The table of sections for subchapter
A of chapter 63 is amended by striking out
“ ‘Sec. 6206. Special rules applicable to ex-
cessive claims under section
6420.

and inserting in lieu thereof

“‘Sec. 6206. Special rules applicable to ex-
cessive claims under sections
6420 and 6421.

“(4) The table of sections for subchapter
B of chapter 65 i1s amended by striking out

““ ‘Spc. 6421. Cross references.’
and inserting in lieu thereof
“ ‘Sec. 6421. Gasoline used for certain non-

highway purposes.’
% 'Spe. 6422, Cross references.’

*(5) Section 6504 is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following:

*“%(14) Assessments to recover excessive
amounts pald under section 6421 (relating
to gasoline used for certain nonhighway pur-
poses) and assessments of civil penalties
under section 6676 for excessive claims under
section 6421, see section 6206.

*“(6) Section 6511 (f) is amended by add-
ing at the end thereof the following:

**(68) For limitations in case of payments
under section 6421 (relating to gasoline used
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for certaln nonhighway purposes), see sec=
tion 6421 (b).'
“(7) Section 6612 (c) 1s amended by strik-
ing out ‘and’ before ‘6420' and by inserting
before the perlod at the end thereof the fol-
lowing: *, and 6421 (relating to payments in
the case of gasoline used for certain non-
highway purposes).’
“(8) The table of sections for subchapter
B of chapter 68 is amended by striking out
“'Sgc. 6675. Excessive claims for gasoline
used on farms.’

and Inserting in lieu thereof

“'Sgc. 6675. Excessive claims with respect to
the use of certaln gasoline.""

On page 84, line 18, after the word “farms",
to insert “and for certain nonhighway pur-
poses”; in line 22, after the word “under”,
to strike out “section 6420 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to amounts
pald in respect of gasoline used on farms)"
and Insert “sections 6420 (relating to
amounts paid in respect of gasoline used on
farms) and 6421 (relating to amounts paid
in respect of gasoline used for certain non=-
highway purposes) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954.”

On page 85, after line 21, to strike out:

*“(g) Apportionments not affected. Noth-
ing in this section shall limit the amount of
the apportionments made under any author-
ization in title I of this act or in any act
heretofore or hereafter enacted which
amends or supplements the Federal Aid Road
Act approved July 11, 1916."

And in lieu thereof, to insert:

“(g) Adjustments of apportionments—

“The Secretary of the Treasury shall from
time to time, after consultation with the
Secretary of Commerce, estimate the
amounts which will be available in the
Highway Trust Fund (excluding repayable
advances) to defray the expenditures which
will be required to be made from such fund.
In any case in which the Secretary of the
Treasury determines that, after all other ex-
penditures required to be made from the
Highway Trust Fund have been defrayed, the
amounts which will be available in such
fund (excluding repayable advances) will be
insufficient to defray the expenditures which
will be required as a result of the apportion=-
ment to the States of the amounts author-
ized to be appropriated for any fiscal year
for the construction, reconstruction, or im-
provement of the National System of Inter=-
state Highways, he shall so advise the Sec-
retary of Commerce and shall further ad-
vise the Becretary of Commerce as to the
amount which, after all other expenditures
required to be made from such fund have
been defrayed, will be available in such fund
(excluding repayable advances) to defray
the expenditures required as a result of ap-
portionment to the States of Federal-aid
highway funds for the National System of
Interstate Highways for such fiscal year.
The Secretary of Commerce shall determine
the percentage which such amount is of the
amount authorized to be appropriated for
such fiscal year for the construction, recon=
struction, or improvement of the National
System of Interstate Highways and, notwith-
standing any other provision of law, shall
thereafter apportion to the States for such
fiscal year for the construction, reconstruc-
tion, or improvement of the National Sys-
tem of Interstate Highways, in lleu of the
amount which but for the provisions of this
subsection would be so apportioned, the
amount obtained by multiplying the amount
authorized to be appropriated for such fis-
cal year by such percentage. Whenever the
Becretary of the Treasury determines that
there will be avallable in the Highway Trust
Fund (excluding repayable advances)
amounts which, after all other expenditures
required to be made from such fund have
been defrayed, will be available to defray
the expenditures required as a result of the
apportionment of any Federal-ald highway
funds for the Natlonal System of Interstate
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Highways previously withheld from appors
tlonment for any fiscal year, he shall so ad-
vise the SBecretary of Commerce and the Sec-
retary of Commerce shall apportion to the
States such portion of the funds so with-
held from apportionment as the Secretary
of the Treasury has advised him may be so
apportioned without causing expenditures
from the Highway Trust Fund for the Na-
tional System of Interstate Highways to ex-
ceed amounts available in such fund (ex-
cluding repayable advances) to defray such
expenditures. Any funds apportioned pur-
suant to the provisions of the preceding sen-
tence shall remain available for expenditure
until the close of the third fiscal year fol-
lowing that in which apportioned.”

On page 89, line 17, after the word “sec-
tion”, to strike out “108 (k)" and insert
“102 (e] o

On page 90, line 13, after the numerals
205", to strike out *(a)"”; and in the same
line, after the numerals “1956", to strike out
the comma and “and the amendment made
by section 205 (b) shall apply on with re-
spect to gasoline purchased after June 30,
1966."

During the debate on title I,

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Tennessee yield for 2
or 3 minutes to me?

Mr. GORE. I yield.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I make this re-
quest inasmuch as the Senator from
Tennessee has already been interrupted.
The remarks I am about to make are in
regard to title IT, not title I, which now
is under consideration. I am sure that
my colleagues understand that I must
catch a plane, in order to reach my home
State.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield 2
minutes to the Senator from Washing-
ton.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Washington is recognized
for 2 minutes.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, the
last plane tonight which I can take, in
order to reach my State in time, will
leave at 10:50 p, m. I have an amend-
ment relating to title II, section 2, of
the bill.

The Senator from Colorado [Mr, Ar-
rorr] has a substitute for that amend-
ment.

My amendment relates to those who
operate vehicles on their own private
roads—for instance, a logging road,
which is the prime example in my State.
My amendment provides that those who
build their own roads and operate ve-
hicles on them are not to be taxed for
the Federal-aid highway system when
they use their own private roads. That
is now the case in Washington, Oregon,
California, Colorado, and other States.

My amendment provides that the tax
shall not apply to tires and to gasoline
and diesel fuel when the vehicles are
operated on private roads. However, as
a practical matter I think such a pro-
vision would be difficult to apply.

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. AL-
rorrl, who is concerned with a similar
problem which exists in his section of
the country, has a substitute amend-
ment, which would allow exemption from
the tax in the case of gasoline and diesel
fuels used in vehicles operating on pri-
vate roads.

When we reach title II, I hope the Sen-
ator from Colorado [Mr. ArroTr] will re-
quest that my amendment be read, and
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then will ask that his amendment be
substituted for it.

I understand that the amendment
probably will be acceptable to the Sena-

tors in charge of title II of the bill, which

deals with the taxation features. The
amendment will simply permit such
operators to continue in their present
status or situation. Obviously we should
not levy such a tax on one who uses his
own private road.

So the amendment is a very simple one
to administer, because it is easy to ascer-
tain definitely the amount of mileage
used on a private road and the amount
of mileage used on an interstate primary
or secondary road.

I wished to make this statement for
the REcorp. I am sure the Senator from
Colorado will see that my amendment is
called up and then will offer his substi-
tute for it.

Mr, ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Washington yield to me?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. ALLOTT. At the proper time I
shall be very happy to see that the
amendment of the Senator from Wash-
ington to the committee amendment is
called up, and then to offer my amend-
ment as a substitute.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Washington yield to me?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from
Washington knows that I have been sup-
porting the so-called Magnuson amend-
ment to the committee amendment.
The explanation of the Senator from
Washington of his amendment and of
the substitute to be offered by the Sena-
tor from Colorado is perfectly satis-
factory to me.

I ask unanimous consent to have cer-
tain communications in support of these
amendments fo the committee amend-
ment inserted at this point in the Recorbp,
in connection with the amendment of the
Senator from Washington [Mr. MacNU=-
son], which is fo be called up by the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. ALLOTT],
who will offer a substitute for the Mag-
nuson amendment.

Mr. THYE. Are the communications
in support of the Magnuson amendment?

Mr. MORSE. Yes; they are in sup-
port of the original Magnuson amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Oregon?

There being no objection, the tele-
grams and letters were ordered to be
printed in the REcorb, as follows:

RepmoND, OrEG., May 29, 1956,
Hon. Wayne Mogse,
Senate Office Building,
> Washington, D. C.:

Senate action scheduled Monday or Tues-
day on highway user tax bill H, R. 10660.
Senator Macnusow will offer floor amend-
ment to eliminate discrimination against
logging trucks and provide for tax refunds
for use of privately owned or maintained
roads based on proportionate mileage for-
mula. We feel you should support equitable
recognition of our industries’ nonhighway
use.-

Trre Enor PinE MoULDING.

H. D. BarcrAY, Logging.

Dant PiNg, INc,

Geo. W. 5
Contract Trucking.
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PORTLAND, OREG,, May 28, 1956.
Re H. R. 10660.
Hon. Wayne Morse,
United States Senator,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.:
Urge your support Magnuson amendment
which provides for tax refunds for use of
privately owned or maintained logging and
forest protection roads on proportionate
mileage formula. Logging and forest prod-
ucts manufacture is principal industry in
Douglas Fir region and discriminatory tax-
ation on private road users to build public
highways is not equitable.
W. D. HAGENSTEIN,
Ezecutive Vice President, Industrial
Forestry Association,

Eramare PaLrs, OrReG., May 28, 1956,
Hon. WayNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:

The basic theory of H. R. 10660 is that
highway users will pay in proportion to their
use. Certain aspects of the bill are incon=-
sistent with this theory and would cause to
be levied heavy and unjust taxes on the
operation using heavy equipment on pri-
vate roads. In the interests of falrness to
all we respectfully urge you to support
Senator MacNUsON's amendment to provide
& reduced rate for use on private roads.

WEYERHAEUSER TiMseER Co.,
ELAMATH FALLS BRANCH,
J. B. BisHoP, Branch Manager.

BEND, OrEQ., May 28, 1956,

Senator WayNeE Morse, Washington, D. C.:
Imperative to future of Oregon timber in-
dustry that you support Magnuson floor
amendment to highway user tax bill, H. R.
10660. Amendment will eliminate discrim-
ination against logging trucks and provide
tax refunds for use of privately owned or
maintained roads based on proportionate
mileage formula.

- CHAS. M. EREIDER,

Assistant Manager, Broks Scanlon, Ine.

SPRINGFIELD, OREG., May 28, 1956.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate:

Senator MaenUsoN’s proposed amendment
to H. R. 10660 1s consistent with the intent
of legislation to pay for highway construc-
tion by the user in proportion to his use of
the public road system. This appears to be
a sound method of financing new road con-
struction. I urge you to work with the Sena-
tor from Washington to assist him in getting
his amendment written in as part of this
legislation.

J. O. JuLson,
Pulp Division, Weyerhaeuser Timber
Co., Springfield, Oreg.

SPRINGFIELD, OREG., May 28, 1956,
Hon. WaYNE MoRsE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.»

Senator MaeNUsoN offering amendment to
H. R. 10660 providing reduced rate for us on
private roads. Hope you will give this amend-
ment your full support, inasmuch as it vital-
1y affects production of timber, both public
and private, throughout State of Oregon.
The imposition of pay-as-you-go tax plan on
highway users is reasonable but could hardly
be extended fairly to nonhighway users. This
*nequity should be corrected prior to passage
of H. R. 10660.

GrorGE H. WEYERHAEUSER,
Manager, Weyerhaeuser Timber Co.
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WEYERHAEUSER TIMBER Co.,
Tacoma, Wash., May 17, 1956.
Re H. R. 10660.
Hon. WaYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SBEwaTor Morse: Earlier this year we
ex ndence about H. R. 8075,
the Highway Revenue Act. This has become
title II of H. R. 10660.

As you know, a substantial part of every
Jog truck round trip is on elther private
roads or on United States Forest Service
roads which the operator builds and main-
talns. We see no equitable basis for impos-
ing highway user taxes upon such operations.

We understand that Senator MAGNUSON is
introducing an amendment to H. R. 10660
which would limit the impact of the addi-
tional taxes to travel on public highways.
‘We urge your support of this amendment.

Very truly yours,

J. E. NoLAN,
Vice President and General Counsel.

EKooaP LUMBER INDUSTRIES,
Medjford, Oreg., May 16, 1956.

The Honorable WAYNE F. MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington,D.C.

DearR SENATOR MorseE: Our attention has
been drawn to the highway bill, H. R. 10660,
now belng considered by the Senate Finance
Committee. We understand that as it is
now constituted this bill will be highly dis-
criminatory against the log trucking indus-
try in that no allowances are made in the
gasoline, tires, and new truck taxes for the
considerable off-highway, private-road wuse
that log truckers encounter.

We are sure that you are famillar with
the situation in Oregon wherein the lumber
industry builds, operates, maintains, and
uses many, many miles of private roads each
year. It should not be the intention of this
particular bill to cause inequities such as
this and certainly some provisions should
be incorporated to glve proper credit for
off-highway, private-road use.

‘We hope you will be successful in bringing
this to the attention of the Finance Com-
mittee with favorable results,

Sincerely,
EoGAP LUMBER INDUSTRIES.

B. V. MCQUEEN,

WILLAMETTE VALLEY LUmMmser Co.,
Dallas, Oreg., April 25, 1956.
The Honorable Wa¥NE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

My DeArR SENATOR MORSE: Attached is a
blind copy of my letter to Senator BYRrD ex-
Pplalning how the Highway Revenue Act of
1956 (H. R. 9075) as it is presently written
will treat the logging industry unfairly.

I will appreciate anything you can do to-
ward obtaining wording in this bill that will
protect our industry.

Sincerely yours,
WILLIAM SWINDELLS,
President.
APRIL 25, 19586.

The Honorable Harry FLooD BYRb,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C,

My DEAR SENATOR Bymo: I am advised that
the Highway Revenue Act of 1956 (H. R.
9075) will be considered by your committee
in the near future. It is my understanding
that the purpose of this bill is to require
the users of public highways to finance the
new road system to the degree that each
uses it. This is to be accomplished by means
of additional taxes on fuel and tires.

As the bill is presently written these taxes
would also apply to those who are not users
of public highways such as a large segment
of the logging industry and certain other in-
dustries. Our company, for example, has
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built and maintains many miles of private
road on which we operate log trucks and
other vehicles. Many of these vehicles are
suitable for highway operation and would
be taxed accordingly, but in fact, they do
not operate on public highways at all, Cer-
tainly it is not within the purpose of the
act to tax these vehicles along with those
which are used on the public highways.

It has been said that the reason for not
excluding these off-highway vehicles from
these taxes is the difficulty in administer-
ing collection. Oregon’s present fuel-tax
law is administered equitably by refunding
the tax on these vehicles and this method
could easlly be applled on a Federal level. I
urge you to give strong consideration to
clarifying present language in the act so
that those who do not operate vehicles on
public highways are not put in the position
of having to help pay for them.

Another type of operation which will be
affected in a similar manner is those log-
gers who operate trucks partly on private
or Forest Service roads and partly on public
highways. These trucks should mot have
to pay taxes on that part of the road which
is not a public highway. This particular
matter is also now equitably handled by
Oregon’s State fuel-tax system in which
each truck is required to keep a dally log
showing the origin and destination of each
load together with the miles it has traveled
on public highways and off them. A re-
fund is then granted for those miles not
operated on a public highway.

Since both of these problems are now be-
ing taken care of at the State level, I feel
that they can also be taken care of at the
Federal level and your efforts to obtain this
will be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely yours,
WILLAMETTE VALLEY LUumMBER CoO.,
‘WiLLiaM SwINDELLS, President.

EKoGar LUMBER INDUSTRIES,
Medford, Oreg., May 22, 1956.
Senator WAYNE F. MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR MoRsE: Our attention has
been drawn to the highway bill H. R. 10660
now being considered by the Senate Finance
Committee. We understand that as it 1s now
constituted, this bill will be highly discrim-
inatory against the log trucking industry in
that no allowances are made in the gaso-
line, tire, and new truck taxes for the con-
siderable off-highway, private road use that
log trucks encounter,

‘We are sure that you are familiar with the
situation in Oregon wherein the lumber in-
dustry builds, operates, maintains, and uses
many, many miles of private roads each year.
It should not be the intention of this par-
ticular bill to cause Inequitles such as this
and certainly some provisions should be in-
corporated to give proper credit for off-high-
way, private road use.

‘We hope you will be successful in bringing
this to the attention of the Finance Com-
mittee with favorable results.

Sincerely yours,
Kocar VENEEr Co.
LeRoy WHITE,
Superintendent.
SoLar LUMBER CORP.,
Medford, Oreg., May 21, 1956.
Senator Wayne F. MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR Momrse: Our attention has
been drawn to the highway bill, H. R. 10660,
now being considered by the Senate Fi-
nance Committee. We understand that as it
is now constituted, this bill will be highly
discriminatory against the log trucking in-
dustry in that no allowances are made in
the gasoline, tire, and new truck taxes for
the considerable off-highway, private road
use that log trucks encounter.
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We are sure that you are familiar with the
situation in Oregon wherein the lumber in-
dustry builds, operates, maintains, and uses
many, many miles of private roads each year.
It should not be the intention of this par-
tlcular bill to cause inequities such as this
and certainly some provisions should be in-
corporated to give proper credit for off-high-
way, private road use.

‘We hope you will be successful in bring-
ing this to the attention of the Finance
Committee with favorable results.

Sincerely yours,
SoLAR LUMBER CoRP.,
JERRY S. LAUSMANN,
President.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, let me in-
quire of the Senator from Washington
whether the amendment can be effec-
tively administered in the forest areas of
the Nation.

Mr, MAGNUSON. Oh, yes.

Mr. THYE. Is there a way to deter-
mine when such operations will be on
either private roads or public roads?

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is done now
in most of the States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Washington
has expired.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield 2
additional minutes to the Senator from
Washington,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Washington is recognized
for 2 additional minutes,

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is done now
in all the States involved in this matter;
it is done in connection with the State
gasoline tax.

It is a very simple matter. No one
“cheats” on it, because there is no way
todoso. A logging operation which uses
20 miles of a public road and 10 miles of
private road simply pays two-thirds of
the tax which normally would be paid
for the use of 30 miles of public road.

Mr. THYE. Is that the practice in
Washington?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes, and in all the
other States in which logging operations
are conducted.

Mr. THYE. I understand that the
Senator from Washington proposes that
in connection with this Federal law, that
situation shall be recognized in the same
manner it is recognized in the case of the
State of Washington and other States
which similarly provide for such tax
exemption.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes, that isall that
will be done by my amendment and by
the substitute amendment of the Sena-
tor from Colorado.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Washington yield
briefly to me?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I should like to
say, for the benefit of the Senator from
Minnesota, that the State of Oregon has
more forest area and more lumber opera-
tions than does any other State. As a
former member of the legislature of
Oregon, I am familiar with the exemp-
tions which the logging companies have
had when their operations have been
conducted on their own roads, roads
which they have constructed.

It was the opinion of the Public Utili-
ties Commission, which enforces the col-
lection of highway taxes, that there was
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very little, if any, serious evasion under

the State law.

I think the amendment of the Senator
from Washington and the substitute
amendment of the Senator from Colo-
rado would be carried out by the same
methods of enforcement.

Mr., MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
have been reminded that I stated that
the loggers did not cheat because they
could not. They do not want to. Even
though someone might want to cheat,
there would be no way to do so.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for one further question?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. THYE. Would this amendment
qualify the miner who is operating trucks
in the area of the iron ore pits, and over
his own system of roads?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes, The substi-
tute of the Senator from Colorado, which
also involves a great many mining roads,
accepts the definition of a highway which
is now in the bill, and which defines
highways very carefully. The other
roads are private roads, operated by
mining operators, logging operators, and
others. They are the two prime exam-
ples. What is now being done in all the
States could be done with respect to such
operators.

Mr. THYE. I thank the Senator.

Mr,. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp at this point as part of my
remarks a statement on this subject by
the National Lumber Manufacturers As-
sociation, together with a statement by
Mr. Loran L. Stewart, of Cottage Grove,
Oreg., who sets forth the problem very
clearly.

There being no objection, the state-
ments were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL LUMBER MANU-
FACTURERS ASSOCIATION WITH RESPECT TO
THE REVENUE FEATURES oF H. R. 10660, THE
FeEpERAL HicHEWAY AcT oF 1956, BEFORE THE
SEwaTE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE, May 17,
1956
The lumber industry is greatly concerned

over the revenue provisions of this highway

bill. The history of the bill shows an intent
to make a greatly expanded program of high-
way construction seif-financing through use
of so-called highway user taxes on the theory
that beneficiaries of an improved highway
system should bear the tax burden. To raise
the needed revenue, the bill would increase
existing Federal excises on gasoline, diesel
and special motor fuels, tires and trucks. A
new tax would be imposed on retread rubber
and an annual fee imposed on use of the
highway by heavy trucks. In general, the
bill makes a nearly complete assumption—
yet an erroneous one—that use of trucks
is synonymous with public highway use. It
almost completely ignores the fact tiat
trucks may be tools used by people who are
not primarily engaged in the business of
transportation on the highways. The tax
theory of this bill fails to consider that the
lumber industry in its logging operations,
extending over several hundred million acres
of commercial forest land in private and
public ownership, uses a vast network of
roads built and maintained by the industry
itself. Where the industry uses and benefits
from the expanded highway program con-
templated by this bill, it stands in the same
position as all highway users and should bear
its share of the tax load. But if tax in-
creases or new taxes are imposed for con-
struction and use of public highways, it is
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grossly inequitable to extend such taxes to
the use of logging trucks and to the enor=-
mous quantities of fuel and rubber con-
sumed by them in operating over private
roads.

STATISTICS ON USE OF TRUCKS, FUEL, AND TIRES
IN THE LOGGING INDUSTRY

Motortrucks are the backbone of the log-
ging industry. During the past 20 years
there has been an almost complete transition
of logging methods from use of railroads to
use of trucks. A survey made by the Forest
Service shows that as of January 1, 1851, the
commercial logging industry had on hand
123,618 motortrucks;, of these more than 10
percent or 13,194 were over 26,000 pounds
GVW. In addition there were in use 32,139
heavy trailers of which more than 10,000 were
of the double-axle type. Most of the truck-
trailer combinations in wuse would have
weights over 26,000 pounds. Each year the
logging industry purchases in the neighbor-
hood of 30,000 new trucks, about 1,500 of
which are rated 26,000 pounds GVW and over.

Consumption of gasoline, diesel fuel and
speclal fuels in logging amounts to some 400
million gallons a year. Some of the fuel is
consumed in other than highway-type equip-
ment, but it may be conservatively estimated
that logging trucks use as much as a quarter
of a billion gallons of fuel a year.

More than 800,000 new tires and recaps are
mounted annually by the logging industry
(not including those on new trucks). At
least 756 percent of these are 8.25 in diameter
and larger, which means 100 pounds or more
weight per tire. In addition, there are vast
quantities of mobile logging equipment
which, while not operated on the highways,
use tires of the type used on highway equip-
ment,

FUEL AND TIRE COSTS ARE A MAJOR ITEM IN

LOGGING COSTS

A few baslc facts about logging and logging
roads clearly reveal that these proposed taxes
for use of the highways, in addition to being
highly diseriminatory, place an undue hard-
ship upon the industry. As pointed out in
the forestry handbook of the Society of
American Foresters, logging is the key to good
forestry and sustalned-yield management.
Logging costs are usually the major item in
the end cost of forest products. They have
risen steeply in recent years, much more so
than our other costs. Efficlent and economi-
cal logging is essential to forest management.

A study presented before the Slerra-Cas-
cade logging conference last year by Prof.
Henry J. Vaux of the University of California,
School of Forestry, revealed that logging and
log transport costs were by far the greatest
single item of cost in manufacturing lumber
in a respresentative mill—amounting to a
third of the total. His study showed that in
the past 20 years log transportation costs
were up 62 percent as compared to only a 22-
percent increase in mill overhead and a 24-
percent increase in cost of planing, shipping,
and selling. A wartime study of the War
Production Board, concerned with the enor-
mous guantities of fuel and rubber con-
sumed in logging, found that forest road
hauling cost from 3 to 6 times as much per
round-trip mile as hauling over public high-
ways and that cost of fuel and rubber alone
may exceed costs of labor, equipment, repair,
and depreciation.

A comprehensive study of logging costs by
the Forest Service in 1947, made from opera-
tors' records, placed the cost of a complete
set of tires for 8 different classes of logging
truck-trailer combinations in common use in
the West at $1,6560 for the lightest class and
$9,400 for the highest. The tire cost per mile
of operation averaged 12 cents on gravel
roads and 16 cents on dirt roads for the light-
est class, and 43 cents and 57 cents per mile,
respectively, for the heaviest class. BSince
this study was made there have been very
sharp price increases.
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The fact that fuel and rubber costs are so
high has led to use of rather elaborate rec-
ord-keeping systems, replete with tables and
performance charts and graphs showing the
logger how to wring the best possible per-
formance from his equipment in operating
over varying road and load conditions. Some
companies maintain detailed records for each
and every tire, showing serial numer, date
mounted, date changed, wheel position, mile-
age, cause of removal, etec., and classes of road
surfaces operated over. It has been appro-
priately pointed out that tire cost “spells the
difference between marginal and profitable
logging.” This is important because the
availability of records justifies our petition
for seeking a refund of highway-user taxes
to the extent we operate over our own roads,
The fact that detailed tire records are kept
goes far in refuting statements that a refund
provision will present administrative difi-
culties,

ROAD SYSTEMS BUILT OR MAINTAINED BY THE
LUMBER INDUSTRY

The fact that fuel and rubber is a major
portion of total logging costs has a direct
bearing upon our high expenditures for road
construction. The cost of hauling is a rather
complex function of the type of road surface,
the degree of curves, the grades, and the
loads carried. It follows then that roads are
the key to good forest management and pro=
tection—a corollary of the statement above
that logging is the key to good forestry and
sustained-yield management. Not only does
the lumber industry build and maintain an-
nually thousands of miles of roads over pri=-
vately owned forest lands, but it builds and
maintains at its own expense thousands of
miles of access roads across public lands. In
& representative situation in the West a mile
of improved road is needed for each million
board-feet of timber harvested. That figure
may be conservative applied to the South
and East where the timber volume per acre
is not as heavy as in the West. Based on a 40
billion board-footlog production, the lumber
industry builds thousands of miles of roads
annually—ranging from graded dirt roads to
those that compare favorably with public
roads in cost and quality.

A recent study of 24 lumber operations in
the Douglas fir region revealed that the av-
erage cost of privately bullt mainline timber
access roads was §26,600 per mile; secondary
roads averaged $18,900 per mile. One Oregon
lumber company completed a $1 million tim-
ber access road system in an isolated and
rugged mountain drainage, involving 30 miles
of mainline and 15 miles of spur. At one
point, where solid rock was encountered, the
cost soared to $100,000 per mile rate,

This road will be used by some 20 small=
business men—independent log-hauling con=-
tractors who will pay, directly or indirectly,
nominal fees for the use of this road and
its maintenance. In time the road will be-
come available to public use as do most
timber-access roads. Since this road was
built and will be maintained by private
funds, it would be most unfair to impose
highway-user taxes on the fuel and rubber
consumed, or on use of irucks, operating
over them.

It is estimated that 14,200 miles of timber=-
access roads are needed in the national for-
ests to bring them up to their full allowable
cut under sustained-yleld management;
about 9,000 of these miles will be built by
timber purchasers, at an estimated cost of
$100 million.

NONHIGHWAY USE REFUND PROVISIONS ARE
FEASIBLE

The House Ways and Means Committee
in its report (H. Rept. 1899) on the tax
provisions included in the highway bill (H. R.
10660) states (p. 4):

“The bill imposes the additional tax with
respect to motor fuels used in a highway
vehicle (motor vehicle for special motor
fuels) whether or not the fuel is consumed
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while the vehicle is on a public highway be-
cause of the administrative problem in de-
termining the extent of the use of these
vehicles off the highways.”

Again, with respect to the additional tire
tax and the new tax on retread rubber, it
is stated on page 5 of the report:

“It is necessary to base the additional
taxes on tires used on highway vehicles be-
cause of the difficult administrative problems
which would be involved in attempting to
base the taxes on the actual use to which the
tires are placed.”

Regardless of these statements, the growth
of motor fuel and other similar user taxes
by the States to finance their highway pro-
grams has led to general recognition of off-
highway uses. The States have developed
well-defined procedures for allowing either
exemptions or refunds in the case of taxes
imposed upon use of a motor vehicle or upon
fuel where the operation is entirely or par-
tially over privately owned or privately
maintained roads. In almost all instances,
the refund method is used in preference to
an original exemption in the case of fuel
used off the highway.

Studies by the Federation of Tax Admin-
istrators show that all but three States have
refund provisions in the case of gasoline
taxes and the cost of administering such
refund provisions is negligible in comparison
to revenue collections. For example, the
maximum cost reported by any one State for
administering its refund provision was
about one-half of 1 percent of its gross gaso-
line collections and the cost of administer-
ing the refund provision for a third of the
States making refunds, was about one-tenth
of 1 percent of gross collections. Numerous
provisions are resorted to by the States to
render these provisions administratively
feasible from the tax-collecting viewpoint,
such as: licensing of dealer; llcensing of
users or refund applicants; record keeping,
reporting, and.invoicing requirements; limi-
tations on frequency and timing of refund
claims; minimum claims both as to velume
and dollars involved.

Illustrative of State provisions that meet
the peculiar requirements of the logging and
lumber industries, which build or maintain
tens of thousands of miles of their roads
over which their vehicles are operated are
the fuel refund and public highway use taxes
of the States of Idaho and Oregon, both of
which make allowance for refunds in the
case of fuel consumed or motor vehicles oper-
ated on privately owned or maintained roads.

Operating records maintained on logging
truck mileage and tire use make administra-
tion of a refund provision administratively
feasible. Another factor further simplifies
calculation of off-highway use of logging
trucks: most log hauling is done between two
well-defined points—from the “landing”
area, where the logs are assembled in the
woods, to the mill. It is very easy to keep a
record of mileage between these points and
the proportion of private road use and public
highway use involved. And when the log-
ging operation pushes deeper into the woods,
the mileage over the public highway remains
constant. In fact, the typical timber-sales
contract in the West usually has a map at-
tached showing very clearly the log transport
route followed. Objections that it will be
hard to determine off-highway use cannot
stand up. Records maintained by operators
on their fuel consumption, tire use, and miles
traveled afford an easy way of administer-
ing a tax drawback provision under the
Treasury's regulations. Certainly in many
States, the tax administrators rely upon op-
erator’s records for diesel-fuel taxes imposed
solely on public highway use and for the ton-
mile tax imposed on mileage over public high-
ways. There is no reason the Federal Govern=
ment cannot do likewise,
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Shall relief from taxes for off-highway use
be denled to the overwhelming majority of
small operators who, though operating almost
entirely on privately owned or maintained
roads, have to travel a short distance over the
public highway as an incident of getting logs
to a mill? Will the small operator be denied
a refund for his off-highway use because he
has to move 1, 2, or 3 miles on a public high-
way? This feature is worthy of the commit-
tee’'s careful consideration. Each year the
proportion of use of privately bulilt roads is
growing and logging areas are pushed deeper
into the woods.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

It is noted that the committee report of the
House Ways and Means Committee on this
bill states it “to be the policy of Congress
that if the distribution of the tax burden
among the varlous classes of persons using
the highways or deriving benefits from them
is not equitable, Congress is to enact legisla-~
tion to bring about an equitable distribu-
tion.” This is significant. It is implicit rec-
ognition that highway-user taxes might prove
inequitable when applied to certain classes
of highway users. The point is then these
taxes are clearly inequitable when applied to
nonhighway use. There seems no reason to
await further studies. The bill should be
immediately amended to recognize nonhigh-
way use to a far greater degree than it does.

In concluding it is emphasized that the
lumber industry 1s not seeking special privi-
lege. It is not asking for exemption from
either the existing rates of taxes or the pro-
posed rates. What is recommended is that
this Senate Committee on Finance amend
the House-passed bill to recognize nonhigh-
way use of fuel, rubber, and trucks by set-
ting up a refund provision to the extent that
highway vehicles operate over privately
owned, built, or maintained roads. Such re-
funds should be limited to the amount of the
tax increases proposed by the bill and the
new taxes imposed. Contrary to the impli-
cations of the House committee’s report, such
drawback provisions are feasible and simple
to administer. There is wide precedent and
experience among the States in administer-
ing such refund procedures. We recommend
that the Treasury Department’s problems be
simplified by giving it broad power to pre-
scribe regulations and to place the burden of
proof upon the nonhighway user applying for
refund of taxes paid.

_—

FeopeEralL HicHwaY Act orF 1956, H. R. 10660
(Statement of Loran L. Stewart, in behalf of
the National Lumber Manufacturers Asso-
ciation, before the Senate Committee on

Finance, May 17, 1958)

Mr. Chairman, gentlemen of the commit-
tee, I am Loran L. Stewart, of Cottage Grove,
Oreg. I am president of the Bohemia Lum-
ber Co., located east of Cottage Grove, Oreg.
We are a small company; we do not own any
timber of our own and are entirely depend-
ent upon the United States Forest Service
and the Bureau of Land Management for our
supply.

I am director of the Industrial Forestry
Association and a member of the West Coast
Lumbermen’s Assoclation of Portland, Oreg.,
both of which are organizations of loggers,
forest owners and lumber manufacturers in
the Douglas fir region. I am here represent-
ing my own area and also the National Lum-
ber Manufacturers Assoclation, a nationwide
organization of the lumber industry. With
your permission, I would like to file for the
record a statement prepared by the national
assoclation on the revenue features of H. R.
10660, the highway bill, as it affects logging
and off-highway use of logging trucks.

I have had the good fortune of being a
member of the Oregon State Legislature for
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the last 8 sessions. In 2 of them I was a
member of the House Highways Committee
as well as the Highway Interim Committee.
At the present time I am chairman of the
House Taxation Committee so I am some-
what famillar with both highway and tax
problems in the State of Oregon.

Highways are one of our important assets
and we in Oregon have bonded ourselves to
the limit of our capacity for construction of
important highways, and we are still short
of the necessary transportation facilities.
‘We In Oregon, and I am certain the lumber
and logging industry of the Pacific North-
west and the United States are wholeheart-
edly in accord with an improved highway
system. We also recognize that an expanded
highway construction program is going to
cost a great deal of money and someone must
pay the bill. We should bear our fair share
of the cost because we will benefit propor-
tionately in marketing our products.

But there is a feature of this highway bill
that gives wholly inadequate consideration
to the problems of our industry and which
on its face is highly discrimina and in-
equitable. As I understand the intent of
this bill from reading the House committee's
report, the highway user will pay the cost of
building the proposed highways through
higher taxes on motor fuels, tires, and trucks.
This idea seems to be brought out clearly by
the fact that gasoline used in boats and air-
planes is exempted from the tax increase
and, as indicated in the committee report,
the tax will not apply to operation of mam-
moth trucks used exclusively off the high-
ways. It would be consistent with this ap-
proach that all equipment used off the public
highways should be exempt from the tax in-
creases, or allowed refunds to the extent that
taxes are imposed and paid; also equitable
allowance should be made for the fact that
trucks operate both on and off the highways.

I estimate that over three-fourths of the
logging trucks in the Pacific Northwest are
off-highway wusers during some portlon of
their trip from the loading point in the
‘woods where logs are assembled to the point
where they are dumped in the millpond or
mill yard. The tax increases and the new
taxes proposed in this bill will fall heayily
upon our industry and particularly upon the
small independent contractor engaged in
logging. The bill in its present form is
highly discriminatory because:

1. It taxes us for use of our own trucks
over our own roads which we have already
built and paid for.

2. Notwithstanding that loggers will pay
highway use taxes under this bill, they will
have to continue to build and maintain thou-
sands of miles of roads annually at their own
expense.

Since the Federal Government seems to be
embarking for the first time on the highway
use theory of taxation recognized in many
States, what our industry is seeking before
this committee is recognition from the start
that nonhighway use—that is, operation of
motor vehicles over privately owned, pri-
vately built, or privately maintained roads—
should not be subject to highway use taxes.
My own State of Oregon recognizes this
principle.

May I diverge here to explain the workings
of the pertinent part of the Oregon law?
It is based fundamentally on two principles:
First, the privilege tax which is, in effect,
the license fee. Any truck or car that travels
a mile or 100,000 miles on our ways is
subject to this tax. A completely off-the-
highway vehicle does not pay this tax be-
cause it 1s not privileged to use the high-
ways. Second, the "use” tax which takes
two forms: One, the gasoline tax which in
effect says the more miles you use the high-
ways, the more tax you pay. Two, the
weight-mile tax which applies to heavier ve-
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hicles. The scale of this tax is graduated
from the lowest weight to the highest weight
vehicles, so in effect the more welght they
carry, the more money they pay to use the
highways. I believe, gentlemen, that this is
exactly what this bill is attempting to do—
the more gasoline or rubber used, that is, the
more miles traveled, the higher the taxes.

Now let me explain a little of the me-
chanics of the operation of our use tax.
Gasoline used in vehicles not operating on
public highways is not subject to the gaso-
line use tax. If a logging truck operates
over 10 miles of private roads and over 10
miles of public roads, the operator can apply
for a refund on the gasoline consumed over
the private roads, based on proportionate
mileage, and on records that the Secretary
of State requires him to keep.

The weight-mile tax I spoke of, which is
also a use tax, is based on the same prin-
ciple. If a logging truck operates over 10
miles of private road and over 10 miles of
public road, it pays the weight-mile tax only
on the mileage traveled over the public
road. The mileage and trip records are kept
on forms prescribed by the Public Utilities
Commissioner, who makes periodic audits to
see that proper payment is made.

Now, gentlemen, this has proved to be a
relatively easy system to administer. Let
me give the history of a test that was per-
formed to determine the accuracy of collec-
tions and the extent of evasion, if any. In
1954, the Oregon State Highway Interim
Committee, of which I was then a member,
wanted to determine the operation of the
weight-mile tax in Oregon. The committee
hired an independent out-of-Btate organi-
zation, the Stanford Research Institute, to
examine the records and results. They spent
about 4 months in Oregon making various
checks in cooperation with State police,
highway officials and other agencies. After a
very detalled analysis, they found that Ore-
gon was losing on the first direct return 3.4
percent of the taxes due. This was phe-
nomenally low and did not reflect a true
picture of the satisfactory operation of the
system because this deficiency was picked up
in the course of regular audits by the Public
Utilities Commission. I am sure the Stan-
ford report is available if this committee
would like to examine it.

The experience of my State amply refutes
the implications found in the report of the
House Ways and Means Committee on this
bill that allowances for nonhighway use,
as urged by our and other industries before
the committee, would be difficult to admin-
ister. Further, I think the principle of our
proportionate mileage tax based on allow-
ances for mileage operated over privately
owned or maintained roads could be ex-
tended to use of tires, The statement of the
national association that I have filed covers
adequately the fact that rubber is a very
substantial item of cost in logging opera-
tions due to the classes of roads over which
we operate. For this reason, logging oper-
ators keep detailed cost records on tire use,
sometimes by individual tires upon which
refund allowances could be based to the
extent these tires are used off the highways.
Such allowances might also be based on
records kept for nonhighway use of fuel or
the welght-mile tax, using the proportionate
mileage principle. I might say that all the
breaks would be in favor of the Government
as our consumption of fuel and rubber may
be 2 to 6 times as high operating over logging
roads as over public highways.

In conclusion, I would like to say that
highway-use taxes are so clearly discrimi-
natory when applied to off-highway use, Con-
gress should immediately and completely
recognize the fact in this bill. 'There is no
reason to defer this until studies are made
as to whether highway-use taxes are equi-
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table as applied to all classes of highway
users. Broad powers may be given to the
Treasury Department to prescribe regula-
tions governing refund provisions and to
place the burden of proof upon the non-
highway user applying for refund of tazes
paid. Such refunds should be limited to the
tax increases proposed in this bill or to the
amount of the new taxes proposed. It is my
understanding that Senator MacNuUsoN of
Washington will offer an amendmet to this
effect.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I thank the Sena-
tors for their indulgence. I ask unani-
mous consent that this colloquy be placed
in the REcorp after the remarks pertain-
ing to title I, and at the appropriate
place in connection with the debate on
title IT,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Title II is open to amendment.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, in con~
formity with my agreement with the
Senator from Washington [Mr. MAGNU=-
soN] I call up the amendment which he
has submitted, and as a substitute there-
for I offer my amendments, designated
5-28-56-P, and ask that the amendments
be not stated, but printed in the REcorb.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

The amendments offered by Mr. Ar-
LOTT, as a substitute for the amendment
of Mr. MacnUsoN, are as follows:

On page 51, line 13, after “highway)", In-
sert “or as a fuel in a diesel-powered highway
vehicle while such vehicle is not being used
on a highway.”

On page 51, line 22, after “highway)”, in-
sert “or as a fuel in a diesel-powered high-
way vehicle on a highway, as the case may
be-’t

On page 52, line 17, after “highway)”, in-
gert “or sold or used as a fuel for the propul-
sion of a highway vehicle while such vehicle
is not being used on a highway."”

On page 53, line 1, after “highway)”, in-
sert “or is used as a fuel for the propulsion
of a highway vehicle on a highway, as the
case may be.